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The ‘X’ Article

and Contemporary Sources
of Soviet Conduct

Jerry F. Hough

VEN IN THE HINDSIGHT of over thirty-five years, George

Kennan’s ‘X’ article remains a remarkable document." It
was, of course, first of all a political statement—and one with a
message far more complex than many remember. On the one
hand, it offered a powerful argument against the naive assump-
tions associated with Henry Wallace. Kennan cautioned that we
“must continue to expect that Soviet policies will reflect no ab-
stract love of peace and stability.” Soviet “political action,” he
warned, “is a fluid stream which moves constantly, wherever it
is permitted to move, toward a given goal. Its main concemn is
to make sure that it has filled every nook and cranny available
to it in the basin of world power.” The answer that he proposed
was “a policy of firm containment, designed to confront the
Russians with unalterable counter-force at every point where
they show signs of encroaching upon the interests of a peaceful
and stable world.”

Jerry F. Hough is J. B. Duke Professor of Political Science at Duke Univer-
sity, and a staff member of the Brookings Institution.
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Yet, on the other hand—and given Kennan’s subsequent
positions, one wonders if this were not a more fundamental pur-
pose of the article than is sometimes assumed—it repeatedly at-
tempted to calm fears that the Soviet Union was “like Napoleon
and Hitler,” or that it was seeking immediate victory. The “fluid
stream” that he warned against was of “political action.” No-
where did Kennan refer to a military threat; instead, he con-
stantly highlighted Soviet weakness. The Kremlin that Kennan
described was “basically flexible in its reaction to political real-
ity [and] . . . by no means unamenable to considerations of pres-
tige.” Kennan counseled patience and painted a rather hopeful
picture of the future if only “the western world finds the
strength and resourcefulness to contain Soviet power over a pe-
riod of ten to fifteen years.”

In Kennan’s discussion of the subject emphasized in the ar-
ticle’s title—the sources of Soviet conduct—it is striking how
little attention a man identified with the realist school of interna-
tional relations paid to such factors as the interests of the Rus-
sian state. Indeed, the concept of national interest is totally ab-
sent from the piece, as is any discussion of a desire for security
as a driving force in Soviet policy. Instead, Kennan found the
sources of Soviet conduct in other spheres: first, in communist
ideology; second, in the imperatives of maintaining power at
home.

On the first point, Kennan emphasized most what he called -
“the Soviet structure of thought”—*“the mental world of the So-
viet leaders.” He referred to communism as a “mystical, Messi-
anic movement,” to the communists’ “particular brand of
fanatacism,” to their assumptions about an “innate antagonism
between capitalism and socialism” and about the “infallibility of
the Kremlin [as] the sole repository of truth.” With this way of
looking at the world, he said, “there can never be on Moscow’s
side any sincere assumption of a community of aims between
the Soviet Union and powers which are regarded as capitalist.”
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“There can be no appeal to common purposes, there can be no
appeal to common mental approaches.”

On the second issue, Kennan explicitly asserted “that the
stress laid in Moscow on the menace confronting Soviet society
from the world outside its borders is founded not in the realities
of foreign antagonism but in the necessity of explaining away
the maintenance of dictatorial authority at home.” He placed
great emphasis upon “the concept of Russia as in a state of
siege” as virtually the sole legitimating mechanism for the dic-
tatorship. “The millions of human beings who form that part
of the structure of power must defend at all costs this concept
of Russia’s position, for without it they are themselves
superfluous.”

Kennan’s view of the future was somewhat ambivalent.
Certainly, he gave great attention to the possibility of change in
the Soviet Union, if only the communist movement were con-
tained. Through most of the article, he wrote as if he had cata-
clysmic change in mind. His analysis of the narrowness of sup-
port for the Soviet rulers led in this direction. He argued that
“the excesses of the police apparatus have fanned the political
opposition to the regime into something far greater and more
dangerous than it could have been before the excesses began,”
and he discussed at length the possibility that the succession
might lead to an unravelling of the structure of power. “The
possibility remains (and in the opinion of this writer it is a
strong one) that Soviet power, like the capitalist world of its
conception, bears within it the seeds of its own decay, and that
the sprouting of these seeds is well advanced.”

Yet, in his conclusion, Kennan raised the possibility of a
far more moderate kind of change:

The United States has it in its power to increase enor-
mously the strains under which Soviet policy must oper-
ate, to force upon the Kremlin a far greater degree of mod-
eration and circumspection than it has had to observe in
recent years, and in this way to promote tendencies which
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must eventually find their outlet in either the break-up or
the gradual mellowing of Soviet power. For no mystical,
Messianic movement—and particularly not that of the
Kremlin—can face frustration indefinitely without eventu-
ally adjusting itself in one way or another to the logic of
that state of affairs.

Kennan and Soviet Thought in the 1940s

The Kennan article was written nearly forty years ago. How
does it stand up as an analysis of the Soviet Union of its time
and as a prediction of the future? How relevant is the analysis
for understanding the contemporary Soviet Union?

In the long debate about the origins of the Cold War,
widely differing views have been expressed about Soviet inten-
tions and thinking in the late 1940s. A variety of evidence, in-
cluding the contemporary statements of Maxim Litvinov about
which Professor Mastny has written,? suggests that Kennan was
basically right in his description of the way that Stalin thought.
Stalin did seem to fear that a more open posture toward the
West would strengthen liberal tendencies at home. Ideology
did increase Stalin’s suspicions of the West and his hostility
toward it.

Where, in retrospect, the ‘X’ article stands up less well is
in its tendency to overgeneralize about communist thinking,
even at that time. In talking about “the powerful hands of Rus-
sian history and tradition” sustaining the Soviet leaders in the
belief that “the outside world was hostile and that it was their
duty eventually to overthrow the political forces beyond their
borders,” Kennan glossed over the fact that the Great Russian
members of Lenin’s Politburo—Bukharin, Rykov, and
Tomsky—became the core of the Right Opposition, which
seemed to have a more relaxed attitude toward markets and
the West.

Even in 1947, there is evidence of a debate at the highest
levels of the Politburo. There is one curious aspect of the ‘X’
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article that is almost never noted. It was published in the same
issue of Foreign Affairs that carried an article on Anglo-
American competition by Eugene Varga, the director of the
main Soviet scholarly institute concerned with the outside world
and a man who provided a weekly package of analysis and ad-
vice for Stalin on the subject.? Paradoxically, as the person
chosen to present a Soviet view of the West, Varga had a way
of thinking about the subject that was extremely different from
Kennan’s generalizations about Soviet thinking.

While concluding that Britain and the United States were
united in the chief aims of their foreign policy, Varga asserted
that “England is trying to pursue a foreign policy of her own.”
Treating differences between the domestic policies of the British
Labor Party and the Truman administration as quite significant,
as well as differences in foreign policy between Truman and
Roosevelt and between Bevin and the left wing of the Labor
Party, Varga implied that Western governments had some inde-
pendence from their ruling classes.*

In the Soviet media, Varga was even more explicit. He
denied that governments were subordinated to “the monopo-
lies,” and scornfully dismissed the idea that “now in 1947 the
working class and the Labor Party has no influence on the pol-
icy of England, that the financial oligarchy makes all the
policy.” He suggested that the influence of the masses on the
bourgeois state could become so great that it could serve as the
vehicle for the transformation of capitalism and the peaceful
transition to socialism, and he spoke of British nationalization
as something serious.

Today, thirty years after the victory of the Great October
Revolution, the struggle in Europe is becoming in its his-
torical development more and more a struggle for the tem-
pos and forms of the transition from capitalism to
socialism. Although the Russian path, the Soviet system,
is undoubtedly the best and fastest path of transition from
capitalism to socialism, historical development, as Lenin




294 Containment: Concept and Policy

had theoretically predicted, shows that other paths are also
available for the achievement of this goal.®

Varga differed from policy not only on the possibility of
different paths to socialism but also in the question of East-West
relations. In his book, he had suggested that “the democratic
forces in all countries” were so strong and had such a strong po-
tential impact on governmental policy that “the relationship of
the capitalist countries to the Soviet Union will not be the same
as it was in the prewar period.”” He argued that Lenin’s theory
of the inevitability of war between capitalist countries was no
longer valid, and that political independence for countries such
as India could have real meaning in terms of their foreign
policy.

Of course, Varga’s institute was closed, and he himself,
while not arrested, published little for the rest of the Stalin pe-
riod. But while the ‘X’ article was basically accurate in its de-
scription of the pattern of thought of Stalin and some other
members of the Politburo such as Molotov, it remains a fact that
Varga’s views could still be published through the fall of 1947.
It is difficult to believe that he, too, did not have support in the
Politburo. By all indications, one of these supporters was
Georgii Malenkov, chairman of the foreign policy subcommittee
of the Politburo and the number two figure in the political sys-
tem after 1949.

I have raised the question of Varga and Malenkov not be-
cause | want to engage in revisionism on the origin of the Cold
War. I think that Stalin had an impregnable position and a set of
views that was not conducive to any very different foreign pol-
icy outcome. I emphasize the point, rather, as a reminder that
not ‘.11 Marxist-Leninists thought alike, even in the Stalin
period.

Recent Changes in Soviet Thinking

Varga’s thought pattern also is important to emphasize because
much of it became orthodoxy in the post-Stalin period, and vir-
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tually all of it became highly respectable. In fact, on the ques-
tions of the inevitability of war, of peaceful paths to socialism,
and of the possibility of an independent foreign policy by Third
World countries, Varga’s position became unchallengeable doc-
trine in 1956. His denunciation of the proposition that Western
governments are subordinated to the “monopolies” of Wall
Street has been incorporated in innumerable Party documents
and, though challengeable, is accepted by virtually everyone in
the Soviet foreign policy establishment. The degree of the im-
pact of the masses on Western foreign policy is the subject of
continual debate, but the Varga position is adopted by all the
pro-detente forces.

It is now possible to present an image of international rela-
tions in the Soviet press that is at the polar opposite from the
two-camp image. Thus, the head of the International Organiza-
tions Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
V. Petrovsky, has warned against “turning [the concept of] glo-
bal conflict into an absolute.” “The concept of international
conflict as an eternal, root category or even essence of interna-
tional relations ... in whatever phraseology it is clothed, in
practice, ignores the objective fact of the constantly widening
collaboration in politics, economics, and science and technology
of states of different systems.”®

The framework in which this point is most frequently
raised is in a discussion of “global problems,” “general human
problems,” “global interdependence,” and the like. Discussions
of these problems usually center on such questions as pollution,
food supply, the energy crisis, oceanic issues, and so forth. One
such article, written by an official of the Central Committee ap-
paratus, contained a three-page section on “the discontinuation
of the arms race as the necessary condition for solving economic
problems.” On Moscow television in 1982, Georgii Arbatov
pointed to yet another common interest when he said that
“everybody is dependent on the stability of the international
economic system and the international monetary system.”'°
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Sometimes this image is simply implied in the use of
phraseology far from that of irreconcilable class conflict or “two
camps.” One scholar writes of the “human association”;'! a
foreign ministry official asserts that “mankind continues to exist
as a united whole;”'? a Central Committee official speaks on
Soviet television of “we Europeans,” linking Russians together
with West Europeans;'* two other scholars refer to “the two
lines in world politics—between the proponents of an aggressive
policy and the advocates of the preservation and deepening of
detente,” without suggesting that these two lines coincide with
the division between classes or even between the two systems.'*

The Soviet media also contain views on revolutionary pros-
pects abroad that are far from those of the Stalin era. For exam-
ple, a number of leading Soviet Latin Americanists have been
insisting that the major countries of that region are closer to
southern Europe in their socioeconomic development than to
most of Asia and Africa, and that their political development is
likely to follow the path from military dictatorship to constitu-
tional democracy seen in southern Europe in the mid-1970s.
These scholars draw the logical conclusions so far as the proper
tactics of the communist parties are concerned. One of the most
outspoken, Boris Koval, the deputy director of the Institute of
the International Workers’ Movement, has contended that “in a
whole group of countries, the toilers, in practice, have to select
not between capitalism and socialism, but between bourgeois
democracy and fascism.” Indeed, he went so far as to suggest
that the struggle for democracy (in a presocialist system) would
be the determining feature of Latin American politics for many
years and perhaps decades.'’

Koval made his opinion clear regarding the position of lo-
cal communists in this struggle. While maintaining their inde-
pendence, they should be willing to cooperate with the
moderates where there was a coincidence of interests—and the
preservation of representative democracy was certainly one such
case. In 1982, Koval specifically cautioned against an
underestimation of the revolutions in Peru in 1968-1975 and
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Zimbabwe in 1980. Although these revolutions did not produce
socialism, they did lead to a change in political system, and in
his opinion this was not insignificant. He wrote with near con-
tempt of “petty-bourgeois revolutionism” based on peasants and
white collar forces,'® and while he did not say so, it was diffi-
cult to forget that the Central American guerilla movements
were, first of all, based on intellectuals and peasants.

Similar views are expressed about revolution in Asia and
Africa, although everyone recognizes the possibility of radical
victories in the most backward countries. Virtually all USSR
scholars openly assert in print that the Soviet model, based on
internal mobilization of resources and complete suppression of
the private sector, is undesirable in the Third World. They be-
lieve that outside resources are necessary and that the socialist
countrics are too poor to provide them in all but a few cases.
Hence, Western investment is inevitable and even desirable, and
most see political dependence on the West flowing from eco-
nomic dependence. Privately, many of the major scholars sim-
ply state that “the United States has won in the Third World.”
Many of the scholars of the Institute of Oriental Studies, in par-
ticular, have this view.

These statements bespeak a pattern of thought totally dif-
ferent from that depicted in the ‘X’ article. I do not want to im-
ply that all Soviet citizens think in this way. In the debates in
Soviet journals and on television talk shows, other persons con-
tinue to insist on the importance of the class factor, on the im-
placable hostility and expansionism of the United States, and on
the possibility of successful revolution in the Third World.
Many treat Soviet-American relations as far more a zero-sum
game than a realm for possible cooperation.

Yet, at a minimum, the persons on the unorthodox side are
not eccentric outsiders. Arbatov is a Central Committee mem-
ber, and the deputy directors of the Institutes of the International
Workers’ Movement and of Oriental Studies have posts in the
nomenklatira of the Central Committee. Koval, in particular, is
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very closely associated with Vadim Zagladin, the first deputy
head of the international department and a man whose own
writings come very close to a revisionistic position. In 1982, a
reliable Soviet source said that Zagladin was the one man in the
foreign policy establishment with whom Chernenko was con-
sulting during the last year of Brezhnev’s life.

Kennan’s Predictions of the Future

What, then, are the implications of the opening up of the debate
and the spread of the Varga viewpoint through large parts of the
Soviet foreign policy establishment? The first implication is that
we must be extremely careful before we begin to infer the
sources of Soviet behavior from the assumptions of Marxism-
Leninism as they were perceived by Stalin thirty years
ago—extremely careful, and I could make the point more
strongly. It simply is illegitimate to say that if we read the ‘X’
article, if we study and understand the Soviet Union of the for-
- ties and the fifties, we can confidently say that we understand
the contemporary motivation and pattern of thought of the So-
viet leaders at the present or in the future. The fact that men like
Gromyko, Ustinov, and Ponomarev already held important
posts at that time and have been at high levels for forty years
does, of course, imply considerable continuity—although
Gromyko and Ponomarev used to be closer in their thinking to
Varga than to Stalin—but now that they have lost control of So-
viet foreign policy, we may be dealing with people who think
very differently.

It is, of course, one thing to say how not to understand the
sources of Soviet foreign policy; it is something else to say what
those sources actually are. In understanding the sources of So-
viet conduct today, it is not only fair but worthwhile to consider
how ‘X’ viewed our own time, that is, Kennan's 1947 projec-
tions of the future.

In fact, Kennan’s predictions were in many respects quite
accurate. He was right that if events stubbornly kept
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disconfirming the ideological predictions, Messianic commu-
nism would begin to mellow. It is fascinating to read the de-
bates of the 1960s and 1970s and watch the impact of events
from the Cuban revolution to the internationalization of world
production to the Islamic revolution on Soviet thinking—not on
everybody’s thinking, of course, but on the direction of the
debate.!”

Kennan’s predictions were also right about the connection
between domestic and foreign policy. A more relaxed attitude
toward the outside world and a more relaxed attitude toward un-
orthodox views have gone together in the Soviet Union, most
spectacularly during the de-Stalinization of the mid-1950s. The
same is true of the relationship between declining support of the
Soviet economic model abroad and the deepening belief of So-
viet intellectuals that the model needs modification at home.

Kennan’s predictions were even right about the instability
of the Soviet political system, if one defines that system as the
totalitarian model did: an overpowering dictatorship, an abso-
lutely rigid and dogmatic ideology, an irrational terror that ar-
rested totally innocent people as well as those who broke the
rules of the system, millions of people sent to camps on various
political criteria, a xenophobic reaction to anything Western,
and a sheer craziness like that shown in the rejection of great
Russian scientific discoveries like the Mendelian theory of ge-
netics. Although some remnants remain, that political system
has essentially disappeared. The problem in the Soviet Union in
the last decade has not been an overpowering dictator who
lashes out at the elite and society on the basis of his dogmatic
ideology, but leaders who will not take strong action on any ba-
sis, who do not know what the y want to do or are afraid to act,
who say as Andropov did on economic reform, “I have no
recipes.”

And yet, one rereads Kennan’s predictions with frustration.
He correctly stated, as already quoted, that irrational police ac-
tion was undercutting support more than helping it; but he did
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not draw the conclusion that the curbing of the police—the
transforation of the Soviet Union from a totalitarian dictator-
ship into an authoritarian dictatorship (if we use the definitions
of the fifties)}—would produce a regime that has proved very
stable for thirty years. He underestimated the sources of support
for the basic communist system in the Soviet Union and paid
too much attention to the possibility of its collapse in contrast to
its evolution.

Similarly, in foreign policy Kennan was right about a mel-
lowing of ideology and about a modification of foreign policy in
a more cooperative direction. But whatever he may have
thought privately (and Kennan has been a rather pessimistic man
about human nature and governments), his article did not pre-
pare the reader for the kind of challenges that a mellower Soviet
Union would continue to pose, or for the continuities in many
kinds of behavior.

Factors Influencing Soviet Foreign Policy

The basic problem, it seems to me, is that the sources of Soviet
foreign policy in 1947 were limited neither to rigid ideological
suspicion and hostility nor to Stalin’s desire to consolidate his
power. A series of other factors were also at work in shaping
Soviet policy at the time, which came more into focus when the
factors that Kennan emphasized began to fade.

First, ideology is not simply a dogmatic guide to action. It
also provides the definition of values on which the legitimacy of
a system rests. Two superpowers with competing ideologies
would inevitably come into conflict on this basis alone. For ex-
ample, the United States in all meaningful senses has accepted
Soviet control of Eastern Europe. Yet, for reasons of internal le-
gitimacy and human rights, there was no way that the United
States could fail to provide moral (and some concrete) support
to Solidarity when it arose in Poland. And this produced a
strong reaction in much of the Soviet elite.

Similarly, the Soviet Union in all meaningful senses has
written off Central America. The Soviets would not react if the
United States sent troops to El Salvador or invaded Nicaragua,
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and they have been unwilling to bankroll Nicaragua econom-
ically, thereby virtually guaranteeing that the Sandinistas or
their successors eventually will have to move toward the right.
Yet, the basic Soviet value structure and the dynamics of com-
petition with the United States makes it inevitable that the So-
viet Union provide moral support and small-scale aid to the El
Salvadoran rebels. And this has produced a strong reaction in
the United States.

Second, the momentum of events and past commitments
needs to be emphasized. A “winter Olympics” image of interna-
tional relations might be useful here, for once a nation pushes
off down the ski jump—frequently without fully thinking
through what it is doing—it picks up speed rapidly and finds it
difficult to change course. This, too, is an aspect of Soviet be-
havior that we ignore at our own peril. When a radical revolu-
tion occurs, it is difficult for the Soviet Union not to become
committed at some low level. When the United States chal-
lenges Soviet allies frontally, it is difficult for the Soviet Union
not to increase its support to them. Similar mechanisms operate
on the American side.

Third, any analysis of the factors shaping Soviet foreign
policy that does not prominently include a drive for basic na-
tional security and the promotion of a series of innate national
interests seems deeply flawed. Even if Russia became demo-
cratic or America became communist, the relationship between
the two superpowers would likely remain one of conflict—at
least until sometime in the twenty-first or twenty-second century
when countries such as China, India, and Brazil become super-
powers, leading to new alignments.

Indeed, this point, often ignored by hawk and dove alike,
is the place where any serious analysis of Soviet goals and
intentions must begin. Hans Morgenthau, the leading realist
international relations theorist of the 1950s, was correct in
insisting that international relations always involve a struggle
for power, that all countries are engaged in an attempt to expand
their power and influence. In that sense, all countries, including
even Denmark, are expansionist within their means. Similarly,
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all countries are looking for opportunities to make gains and
are, in that sense, opportunistic. And of course, all are at-
tempting to preserve what they already have, and in that sense
they are all defensive. To argue whether the Soviet Union is ex-
pansionist or defensive misses the point. It is both. So to sug-
gest that better understanding can produce an era of total good
feeling is to show naivete. But it is just as naive to suggest that
we refuse to cooperate with the Soviet Union on any issue until
it accepts a definition of detente that requires it to stop
promoting its interests, thus preventing cooperation where we
have common enemies (such as Islamic fundamentalism) or
common causes (such as the containment of the Iran-Iraq war).

The crucial questions in international relations are not those
of ultimate goals. They center on the risks a leader is willing to
take to achieve these goals. (All Argentine governments have
wanted the Falklands, but none of the others took the risks of
the last military government.) They center on means chosen to
achieve goals. (The Japanese are still trying to dominate South-
east Asia, but use economic means instead of military.) They
center on the priority assigned to various conflicting foreign policy
goals. (The balance the United States makes between the commit-
ment to Israeli policy and the commitment to the peace process in
the Middle East is always an excruciating choice.) And, above all,
these questions center on leaders’ changing perceptions of cost-
benefit ratios for different foreign policy options.

It is through such a prism that Soviet foreign policy needs
to be viewed. Soviet policy of the Brezhnev era, especially dur-
ing its last years, was marked by much less willingness to take
risks than that displayed under either Stalin (in Berlin and
Korea) or Khrushchev (in the Third World or the Cuban missile
crisis). It was marked by a growing pessimism about the
possibility of achieving revolutionary goals in the Third World,
but even more by an unwillingness or inability to make hard
decisions on priorities. The Soviet Union continually pursued a
number of contradictory goals, and would not choose between
them in a way that would have permitted any of them to be
achieved. It courted American allies, but did so through peace-
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campaign techniques that had long proven ineffective rather
than through the making of meaningful concessions. Similarly,
Soviet leaders could not bring themselves to make reductions in
secrecy that would have been necessary for real arms control.

Domestic Imperatives in the Gorbachev Era

One looking toward the foreign policy of the Gorbachev era
would be wrong to see any basic change in the Soviets’ drive to
pursue their interests. However, a real change is possible in the
way that the Soviet Union defines its interests or priorities, and
in its willingness to make hard choices between alternatives.

At the end of his Time Magazine interview, Gorbachev
‘added a personal “few words that are important in understanding
what we have been talking about all along.”'® He asserted that
“foreign policy is a continuation of domestic policy,” and then
asked his Soviet and foreign readers “to ponder one thing. If we
in the Soviet Union are setting ourselves such truly grandiose
plans in the domestic sphere, then what are the external condi-
tions that we need to be able to fulfill those domestic plans?”

~ Gorbachev ended the interview enigmatically (“I leave the
answer to that question to you”), but his emphasis on the point
was significant. The connection between domestic and foreign
policy has been a close one in Soviet history. Kennan was right
in saying that Stalin was thinking about (and afraid of) the do-
mestic consequences of good relations with the United States.
One of the major factors behind the continuation of the bipolar
policy throughout Brezhnev’s period was his preference for the
present Soviet economic system. As long as the Soviet leaders
want strict central planning and foreign economic relations lim-
ited to centralized bilateral trade (and want the same for Eastern
Europe), there are few advantages in this age of unlikely foreign
attack to a real multipolar foreign policy.

So to understand the changes in Gorbachev’s foreign pol-
icy, we must understand the nature of his domestic imperatives.
Gorbachev has indicted that his goal is to raise Soviet technol-
ogy to world levels. He has stated—and he is right—that super-
power status in the twenty-first century depends on it. The
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Soviet Union faces an enormous window of military vulnerabil-
ity at the end of the century. If the Western armies and weapons
become fully computerized, if contemporary weapons such as
tanks become obsolete, if SDI were to work (or simply have im-
portant spin-offs for conventional weapons), if China with its
billion-plus population were to begin to modernize seriously, if
Japan were to have a change of government and return to the
foreign policy of the 1930s, an unmodernized Soviet Union
could be in enormous danger. With 40 percent of the Soviet
army in the twenty-first century made up of Central Asians, the

-Soviet Union can have a computerized army only if all its popu-

lation has been brought into the twenty-first century.

Raising Soviet technology to world levels is incredibly dif-
ficult. Many Westerners would say that it is impossible, but this
is wishful thinking. John Foster Dulles said in 1955 that Japan
could never challenge the United States in high technology mar-
kets. We should not make similar mistakes with the Soviet
Union. Nevertheless, the difficulty remains. Brezhnev demon-
strated that the importation of Western technology is no
panacea, and something radically different must be tried.

The experience of Japan, Taiwan, and South Korea sug-
gests that one secret for solving the problem of technological
backwardness is a policy of exporting manufactured goods.
Those countries began to export not when they reached world
levels of technology but when they were quite backward. They
did so because only such a strategy could subject their manufac-
turers to foreign competition, forcing them to improve the qual-
ity of their exports to world levels. Soviet manufacturers enjoy a
level of protectionism unknown in the outside world, and an at-
tack on this protectionism is absolutely vital if the Soviet
economy is to be modemized.

Implications for Foreign Policy

If the need to raise the quality of Soviet technology is to be the
driving force behind Soviet forelgn policy, a number of 1mpllca-
tions follow.
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First, radical revolution in the Third World has been
unsuccessful in all but pre-industrial societies—the Afghani-
stans, the Yemens, the Ethiopias, the Nicaraguas—and the poli-
tics of industrializing Third World countries are moving to the
center and the right. The number of pre-industrial countries is
declining; these countries are by definition not significant eco-
nomic and military powers; and even radical pre-industrial soci-
eties such as China and Mozambique are showing a tendency to
moderate their policy. A Soviet foreign policy that focuses on
promoting revolution in countries like Nicaragua (with 2'2 mil-
lion people) while neglecting countries such as Mexico (with 79
million) is following a losing strategy.

That strategy becomes even more counterproductive if one
considers economic factors. An export strategy will be difficult
to pursue in the industrial world because a country with inferior
goods must compete by lowering prices, a practice which inevi-
tably runs into protectionist pressures and charges of dumping.
The Third World is the natural place for Soviet leaders to begin
forcing their manufacturers to compete with Western manufac-
turers, and only moderate regimes there have the money to buy.

In many respects, a move toward courtship of moderate
Third World countries is already under way. The crucial case is
the Philippines. Not only is the Soviet Union not supporting the
communist revolution materially, but the Soviets gave a medal
to then President Marcos for past service as ambassador to the
Soviet Union, and the USSR was the only country to send congrat-
ulations to Marcos on his fraudulent victory in the February 1986
presidential election. Similar tendencies are seen in the establish-
ment of diplomatic relations with Oman, sports diplomacy with
Saudi Arabia, and diplomatic flirtation with Israel.

Second, in the military realm, the logic of Gorbachev’s do-
mestic policy is to shift the emphasis from short- to long-range
defense needs. Current spending levels on procuremezt, :cadi-
ness, and manpower are unnecessary, especially with China
reducing its army by a million people. Similarly, with a slow
deployment of the mobile SS-25 being the least expensive
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answer to American development of first-strike weapons, the
Soviet Union can reduce its strategic expenditures regardless of
any arms control agreement with the United States. By contrast,
the Soviet Union has a great military problem in the long-term
perspective. To meet this problem, the Soviet Union needs to
pour money into research and development, especially in areas
(such as computerization) that will be necessary for the military
technology of the twenty-first century—and for civilian technol-
ogy as well. SDI and Chinese modemnization are the perfect
threats for Soviet leaders to emphasize, because they pose no
short-term danger at all but symbolize the long-term danger.

Third, the short-term logic of Gorbachev’s domes. * needs
is to deemphasize relations with the United States—even to
stress anti-Americanism—while focusing on relations with
Western Europe and Japan. Paradoxically, doves such as
Marshall Shulman and hawks such as Richard Perle have been
united in a different view of the requirements of Soviet liberaliza-
tion and modernization. Both assume that such a program requires
arms control agreements with the United States. The doves have
argued for detente to promote such a development; the hawks have
argued for a hard-line policy either to prevent it or to obtain major
concessions from the Soviet Union in the process.

This position seems fundamentally wrong, for no Soviet
leader can afford to give the USSR’s main enemy a veto power
over its domestic evolution. In fact, modernization, though it
requires an economic opening to the West, is much easier to sell
domestically in the name of anti-Americanism than in the con-
text of agreements with the United States. If a Soviet leader
says that a more relaxed information policy and opening to the
West is possible because the United States can be trusted,
Soviet conservatives will think him deeply naive. But if a Soviet
leader says this is necessary as the only way to have the computer-
ization that is needed to thwart the American danger, or if he can
say that the United States is trying to force the Soviet Union into an
arms race to bankrupt the Soviet economy, he can put the conser-
vatives on the defensive. And if he says that the opening to the
West can be accomplished through concessions to Japan and
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Europe, then he is in a position to defend it as a measure that un-
dercuts American alliances. All the evidence suggests that this is
precisely the strategy Gorbachev is following.

For these reasons, Gorbachev is likely to present the
United States a challenge it has not seen for years. We have
grown used to a Soviet Union that only uses ineffective peace
campaigns, that concentrates on (with the exception of India)
small, pre-industrial countries in the Third World, and that has
allowed its economic system to lose all its attractiveness. As
Gorbachev moves to correct these mistakes, the United States,
too, will have to develop a new approach. The mellowed Soviet
Union that Kennan correctly predicted will be far more worthy
an opponent than one hidebound by ideology and the impera-
tives of conspiratorial rule.
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Soviet Conventional Power
Projection and Containment

Robert E. Harkavy

CAREFUL RE-READING of Mr. X’s “The Sources of Soviet

Conduct” may indeed be a salutary and educational exer-
cise beyond mere nostalgia or a twinge of deja vu.! Considered
in conjunction with some other concurrent writings, as well as
with subsequent general critiques and interpretations of the US
containment policy, it allows one to reflect upon some very
broad, vital, and enduring questions, many of which are closely
bound up with interpretations of the recent expansion of Soviet
conventional power projection capability.? These questions in-
volve the relative validity of ideological versus spatial (or
geopolitical) interpretations of Soviet expansionism and the rela-
tive weighting of an appropriate Western response. They also
involve judgments about the extent to which containment may
have succeeded or failed thus far, for what Soviet conventional
power projection is all about is the extended leapfrogging of the
old “forward” containment ring.
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Some analysts might claim that the correlation of forces
has seriously changed. The scattered red blotches on the map
signaling Soviet clients, and the anchors and stars pinpointing
associated Soviet naval and air facilities, provide a graphic and
depressing scoreboard.® Others, however, noting Moscow’s in-
ternal problems and the obvious Soviet loss of revolutionary
elan and cachet, might claim that the game plan of ‘X,’ how-
ever slowly and fitfully played out, has proven its worth. In this
view, the United States may be seen—so far—as having played
a classic “bend but not break™ defense fairly well between the
world’s twenty-yard lines, while keeping the opponent’s score
within manageable limits. Whether that—in conjunction with
the pressures of SDI on the Soviet economy, the increase of
non-Russian groups in the Soviet Union, East European insur-
rections, and arteriosclerosis in the nomenklatura—will cause
the eventual implosion or at least mellowing implied as
Kennan’s end point remains to be seen.

In the ‘X’ article and in other related writings by George
Kennan, several connected major themes recur with degrees of
relative emphasis and critical nuance. First is an insistence on
the central role of communist ideology as a driving force in the
determination of Soviet foreign policy—from the visceral per-
spective of Soviet elites, it is said really to count!* Second, re-
garding US primary interests—i.e., those most worth defending
as the bottom line of a containment strategy—there is an empha-
sis on the “traditional” heavy industrial regions which provide
“sinews” of war production like steel, coal, and autos.’ In a re-
lated vein, there is also a stress on an “asymmetrical”
counterstrategy, one hinged upon the “strong points,” the indus-
trial cores of Europe and Asia. According to John Gaddis, that
strategy “sought to counter the fear brought about by the Soviet
military presence in Europe and Northeast Asia after World
War II, not by building up countervailing military force, but by
relying on US economic aid to rehabilitate war-shattered econo-
mies in Western Europe and Japan, thereby creating in those
countries the self-confidence that would allow them to resist the
Russians on their own.”8 It might be argued, however, that
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Kennan’s broader imagery of ultimate Soviet mellowing through
containment implied a more symmetrical, geographically com-
prehensive, rimland strategy of the sort later enshrined in
NsC-68.7

It is intended as no criticism of Kennan'’s earlier writings to
point out that they are, in some crucial respects, reflective of the
mood, events, or zeitgeist of the immediate postwar period. The
assumptions about the visceral hold of Marxist-Leninist ideol-
ogy on Soviet foreign policy elites were, of course, almost a
natural result of the closeness of 1947 to the revolutionary era
and its aftermath, to the careers and utterances of Lenin,
Trotsky, and their Comintern colleagues. Nowadays, most
scholars must strive mightily to find a remnant of visceral ideo-
logical belief behind the central realities of Russian nationalism
and the self-serving aggrandizement of an almost ascriptively
based nomenklatura. Who nowadays would weight an interpre-
tation of Soviet foreign policy so heavily with ideology as did
Kennan in 194778

Kennan’s focus on centers of warmaking industrial capac-
ity seems also heavily (and by now anachronistically) concen-
trated on earlier concerns, events, and somewhat theoretical in-
terpretations of the locus of national rivalries. That focus is
above all Eurocentric,’ redolent of past rivalries over the terrain
between the German and French core areas—the Ruhrgebiet,
Alsace-Lorraine, Belgium’s Wallonia, and Luxembourg. One is
reminded of Czechoslovakia’s inheriting of the Skoda Works
from the ashes of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, of reciprocal
German and British bombing of Coventry and Essen, of the So-
viet rape of industrial Manchuria in 1945 (and Soviet demands
for a similar rape of Germany). By contrast, few US security
analysts nowadays might couch arguments on behalf of the con-
tinued defense of Western Europe in terms of retention of the
Dassault or Rhinemetall plants. To the extent that today’s con-
cerns echo those of 1947, the worry would rather center on
whatever small-scale versions of Silicon Valley or Route 128
may have arisen in Bavaria, the suburbs of Paris, or Osaka.




314 Containment: Concept and Policy

That shift of focus in turn raises another interesting point of
historical analysis. In the late 1940s—indeed, for many years
thereafter—the traditional corpus of writings on geopolitics as-
sociated with the theses of Mackinder, Mahan, Spykman, and
others had been substantially discredited as a result of the
geopolitical quackeries of Haushofer and the so-called “Munich
school.”!® More importantly, the sudden submergence of politi-
cal geography as one of the core sub-disciplines of national se-
curity was reinforced by assumptions that space, size, and dis-
tance would soon be transcended by technology; that indeed was
the burden of the prominent contemporary critique of geopoli-
tics by Harold and Margaret Sprout.!' The United States, after
all, was the world’s number one power, and it was not a heart-
land power.'? Long-range weaponry had seemingly annihilated
distance and, with it, age-old nostrums about the difficulties in
projecting power over distance.'? In line with these trends, there
was talk about the growing permeability of nation-states’ bor-
ders. Kennan and others came naturally to focus on industrial
warmaking areas as the foci of big power rivalry.

The downgrading of traditional geopolitics, along with
concerns about industrial core areas, seems also to have implied
a concomitant downgrading of competition for raw materials,
another longstanding concern of traditional geopolitics. The
near-autarchic resource base of the Soviet heartland perhaps
gave rise to assumptions that the USSR would act less forcefully
than Germany or Japan to acquire additional mineral resources,
and it may further have been assumed that Western colonialism
would endure for sometime, or, at any rate, that what would
later become the Third World lay well behind the front lines of
the containment ring. What later would be a staple concern of
analysts of Soviet conventional power projection did not loom
large in the writings of ‘X.’

If communist ideology and the locales of sinews of war
seem from the vantage point of 1985 to be overplayed by
Kennan, the advocacy of symmetrical response to Soviet expan-
sionism does not. Recent arguments over horizontal escalation
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and a new US maritime strategy have merely highlighted contin-
uing uncertainties over the relative advantages of symmetrical
and asymmetrical responses, follow-ons to the historical ebb
and flow so ably portrayed by Gaddis.

X’s Obscure Alter Ego: A Geopolitical Counterpoint

Curiously, while Kennan’s ‘X’ article remains highly visible
today—indeed, has provided a point of departure for so much
else, not least the endless arguments revolving about Cold War
revisionism—another important piece which preceded it by only
six months within the same Foreign Affairs volume has long
since sunk into obscurity. “U.S. Strategic Bases and Collective
Security” was written by Hans Weigert, already well known as
an important analyst of traditional geopolitics.'*

Weigert was conscious of the disadvantage under which the
United States had labored at the outset of World War II because
of the absence of a significant forward basing network, and
because of the long-held if seldom articulated doctrine of
“hemispheric defense.”'> He was also aware that the United
States faced major decisions (and some major political battles
with wartime allies like Brazil, Australia, Ecuador, Portugal,
Denmark, and Iceland) about how far it might contract the elab-
orate basing system acquired during World War II. The immedi-
ate impetus to his article was the debate over disposition of the
former Japanese-mandated Pacific islands—the Marshalls, Car-
olines, and Marianas. But its focus was also much broader,
constituting a global tour d’horizon which raised serious ques-
tions about the proper scope of America’s postwar collective se-
curity structure.'®

Weigert discussed a forward extension of the US basing
system from a Soviet perspective as well. In the process, he
raised the (polemical) arguments over the relative offensive and
defensive motives of Soviet foreign policy which later formed
the basis of arguments between traditionalist and revisionist in-
terpretations of the Cold War:
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What we regard as bases intended for defense against at-
tack by hostile Powers might, and surely will, be consid-
ered by other Powers, e.g. the Soviet Union, as evidence
of a new American belief in Manifest Destiny. In other
words, wherever we maintain a strategic base for defense
purposes, we shall be suspected of harboring aggressive
intentions. (Indeed, some early sponsors of the plan to
erect an American security system upon a strong chain of
fortified bases gave justification for this suspicion by ex-
plaining that the purpose was to offset the future power of
the Soviet Union and of China.) A Russian admiral in a
Pravda article of September 12, 1946, described the
United States naval policy as clearly offensive in charac-
ter. He declared that our far-flung peacetime naval bases
cannot be intended for the defense of the American conti-
nent, since some of them are situated at the close ap-
proaches to the Asiatic continent (Okinawa) and of Europe
(Iceland and Greenland). In the same vein, on Septem-
ber 13, 1946, the Russian historian Eugene Tarlé attacked
Admiral Halsey’s statement that henceforth American for-
eign policy must be conducted from “aggressive posi-
tions.” Vice versa, we suspect the Russians of offensive
intentions when they establish advanced bases.'”

Weigert’s work demonstrated that, as early as 1946, some
perceived that the evolving Cold War struggle would take on the
character of a traditional geopolitical contest for access and po-
sition, whatever its ideological content. Weigert’s view fol-
lowed the traditional imagery of heartland versus rimland
(continental landpower versus Anglo-Saxon seapower), funda-
mental images shared by Mackinder and Mahan in spite of their
conflicting views about what would prevail and why.'® And, of
course, Weigert recognized the fundamentally different require-
ments of the superpowers for forward access, resulting from

their respective geographic positions:

We would be dangerously mistaken if in analyzing the
strategic bases of Soviet Russia we limited ourselves to a
discussion of the Kuriles, or of her bases in Finland, or of
Kalinograd (the former Konigsberg), or to the appraisal of
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her actual or possible demands for bases in the Darda-
nelles, in Eritrea and Tripolitania, or on Spitsbergen. To
complete the picture of the strategic bases of the Soviet
Union we must include Germany east of the Oder-Neisse
frontier, as well as northern Korea. We must also include
the entire belt of nations within the Soviet sphere of influ-
ence, both in Europe and Asia. To fail to perceive the full
meaning of the term “strategic base” is to misjudge com-
pletely the relative power positions of the United States
and the Soviet Union. If one should limit one’s appraisal
of bases to those which come under the classification of is-
lands or ports, and compare the strongholds of this nature
maintained by the United States with those under the So-
viet flag, one would reach the erroneous conclusion that
the Soviet Union has shown considerably more restraint in
establishing bases than has the United States. Henry
Wallace seems to fall a victim of this generous but danger-
ous error when, in his letter of July 23, 1946, to President
Truman, he claimed that “up to now, despite all our out-
cries against it, their {the Russians’] efforts to develop a
security zone in eastern Europe and in the Middle East are
small change from the point of view of military power as
compared with our air bases in Greenland, Okinawa, and
many other places thousands of miles from our shores.”
The Soviet Union, in fact, found ample compensation for
the lack of opportunities overseas by establishing bases in
lands directly adjacent to hers, either by military occupa-
tion or by the collaboration of friendly governments in her
spheres of interest.'®

Weigert anticipated the Soviets’ later outward thrust by
referring to “possible demands for bases in the Dardanelles, in
Eritrea and Tripolitania, or on Spitsbergen.” That echoes
Mackinder’s earlier fears about combined landpower and
seapower emanating from the Eurasian heartland, a view which
sees these two aspects of military power as not necessarily mu-
tually exclusive.? Not so easily anticipated from the vantage
point of 1946 were the coming political and economic costs of
military access.
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But the development by the USSR of even the beginnings
of longer-range conventional power projection capability would
take at least a decade. As long as Soviet naval and air transport
capability remained limited, it would be suitable for defensive
purposes only. But by the late 1950s, several telescoped devel-
opments were to signal a far more ominous and determined out-
ward thrust of Soviet conventional power. The accelerated pace
of Third World decolonialization provided numerous opportuni-
ties. Relaxation, after Stalin’s death, of Sovist inhibitions about
forming security ties with radical/anti-Western (but formally
noncommunist) regimes made it much easier to find and take
advantage of such opportunities. And the expanding Soviet arms
production base made possible large-scale arms deals such as
those with Egypt and Syria in 1955, a precursor of the deter-
mined use of arm--f- r-basing which was to become the hall-
mark of Soviet access and alignment politics. The stage was set.

Elements of Conventional Power Projections

Soviet conventional power projection capabilities actually sub-
sume several related capabilities and activities, as well as a
complex mix of relatively objective and subjective conditions:

® acquisition of external bases or facilities: naval, air,
communications, and intelligence;

@ development of a more significant navy and long-range
air transport capability;

® establishment—in connection with the above—of a
“presence” in various areas of the world, as measured
by “ship-days” in various ocean areas and by the volume
of port visits to numerous hosts of varying political
affinity;

@ coercive diplomacy: threats, demonstrations, etc., in-
volving both overt acts and a more subjective deterrent
effect not easily measured by events data analysis;
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@ direct military interventions, along a spectrum of
involvement;

® indirect military interventions, e.g., use of surrogate
forces, arms resupply operations;

® base denial activities, changing the correlation of forces
relevant to power projection by subtracting from the
foes’ access; and

® arms transfers, particularly as they feed into surrogate or
other activities acting in lieu of actual Soviet military de-
ployments: the Soviet equivalent of a “Nixon Doctrine.”

These large subjects are not discrete, but are interrelated in
complex webs of reciprocal causation. For example, the expan-
sion of the Soviet global basing system may be said to have
created pressures and rationales for expansion of naval and air
forces; in reverse, the latter may be said to have driven the quest
for the former. Soviet access to facilities may have helped en-
able interventions in Angola and Ethiopia; interventions and
arms resupply operations helped to open up enhanced access to
facilities in Ethiopia, Vietnam, and Syria. Overall, the various
components of Soviet conventional power projection capability
seem to have advanced together, with successes in one area
advancing the prospects in others.

This conclusion is implied in a typology provided by
Hosmer and Wolfe in a recent book on Soviet expansionism in
the Third World.?! Under “continuation of already established
activities” and in projecting “possible patterns of future Soviet
behavior,” they list arms transfers, acquisition of additional
basing and overflight arrangements, support of selected national
liberation movements, support of new “progressive” regimes
produced by internal coups and uprisings, low-risk probes by
Third World clients, actions to forestall the reorientation of re-
gimes closely tied to Moscow, and protection of clients threat-
ened with catastrophic defeat. Others might prefer to view
basing access and some broader concept of combined access or
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influence as dependent variables in relation to the rest,
cumulating to a bottom line of overall military power.

It is worth emphasizing that neither the United States nor
the USSR possessed a significant external basing system before
World War II. External basing was then largely a correlate of
colonial empires; hence, Britain and then France had the most
extensive oversea access.?? Further, there was then nothing re-
ally equivalent to long-term, durable, ideologically based alli-
ances such as NATO and the Warsaw Pact.?> Though less so
than in the nineteenth century, the international system was
characterized by multipolarity, an absence of ideological loci of
conflict, limited numbers of sovereignties, and rapidly shifting
alliances. That combination tended to limit the extent of basing
access extended to some sovereign nations by others.

The USSR had virtually no external basing access before
1945—some apparent forward basing of aircraft in Czechoslo-
vakia before 1938 may have been one exception—and the
USSR was a major importer of arms technology rather than an
arms supplier during that period.?* The United States, mean-
while, had some basing assets in the Pacific—the Philippines,
Guam, Wake, Hawaii, and American Samoa—as well as the
Panama Canal Zone plus considerable access for ship port visits
around the Caribbean, even then deemed an “American lake.”?
Only in 1940, as part of the Lend-Lease agreement with the
United Kingdom, did the United States establish a more forward
presence in the Atlantic, streiching from Labrador to Guyana
via Newfoundland, Bermuda, the Bahamas, Antigua, and
Trinidad. Even that was more an extension of the hemispheric
defense perimeter than a global basing system concomitant to
the role of world power.

After 1945, the colonial empires gradually withered, sub-
tracting numerous basing assets from the Western orbit. The
United States, however, established an elaborate system of ac-
cess in connection with NATO, CENTO, SEATO, ANZUS,
and numerous bilateral alliances.?® But many of those alliances
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later withered in one degree or another, leaving the United
States in a global competition for access with the USSR, a com-
petition based on a mix of security assistance and the cement of
political ideology.

Expanded Soviet Access to Basing Facilities

The Soviets’ gradual expansion of access to external and non-
contiguous basing facilities has been central to their building of
conventional force projection capability. They started from near
zero in this respect, with the minor exceptions of temporary na-
val bases in Porkkala in Finland and Port Arthur in China. Even
up to the early 1960s, the sole significant exception was subma-
rine basing in Albania from 1958 to 1961, preceding the Sino-
Soviet split. Throughout the first two decades of the Cold War,
the USSR was, thus, at a great disadvantage regarding all the
related elements of conventional force projection. Rather, its de-
fense doctrine stressed a massive land army, air defense, and a
homebound coastal navy abetted by submarines and land-based
naval aircraft. There was little prospect then of long-range pro-
jection of power. To the extent there was a “basing strategy,” it
was for the most part a base denial effort directed against the
West’s assets through the varied mechanisms of propaganda and
the fomenting of internal, anticolonial opposition to Western
basing rights. Soviet propaganda during this period stridently
advocated “the elimination of all foreign bases,” a logical strat-
egy for a nation which possessed none.?’

But the gradual Soviet acquisition of basing access became
one element of a changing global correlation of forces after the
Cuban missile crisis. Further, Soviet acquisition of access in
various regions of the world—Southeast Asia, North Africa, the
Caribbean, West Africa—might be said to have altered some-
what the perceptual basis for the heartland-rimland imagery
which has underpinned the containment policy. During the two
decades after 1960, the old containment rim was leapfrogged in
numerous places by Soviet access and other related criteria.?®
The result had to be a different geopolitical imagery, featuring a
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more globally dispersed game-board on which the superpowers’
rivalry is played out.

The beginnings of the Soviet acquisition of external bases
can be seen in the arms transfer relationships inaugurated in the
late 1950s and early 1960s. Arms deals with Egypt and Syria in
1955 were the opening wedges, followed by the initiation of
other client relationships with North Yemen (1957), Indonesia
(1958), Guinea (1959), India (1961), and indirectly with the Al-
gerian rebels in the late 1950s. Shortly thereafter, others were
added to the list: Iraq, North Vietnam, Ghana, Sudan, Somalia,
Tanzania, and Mali. But the absence of significant blue-water
naval capability and of adequate long-range air transport tended
to modify the Soviets’ drive for facilities from 1955 to 1965.
During this period, new Soviet oversea arins and aid recipients
did not in most cases provide the Soviets facilities, though polit-
ical relationships were established which later would allow the
Soviets to cash in their chips for military access as growing na-
val and air capabilities required it.

The major expansion of Soviet basing facilities began
around 1964-65, just a couple of years after the Cuban missile
crisis. Under Admiral Gorshkov’s aegis, the USSR had begun
to move in earnest toward global naval capability, so as to offset
the local crisis advantage provided by American sea control.
The early expansion of basing access was concentrated in the
Mediterranean, Caribbean, and Indian Ocean areas, and it was
paralleled by rapidly escalating levels of port visits and regional
presence.

Still, in this early phase of Soviet naval expansion, fleet
support was provided by a mix of shore facilities, auxiliaries,
and merchant fleets. Relative to the United States, the Soviet
Union relied heavily on “floating bases” in lieu of permanent
shore facilities. There was, concomitantly, heavy reliance on
off-shore anchorages and in-port use of auxiliaries like repair
ships, tenders, and tugs, which provided a high degree of secu-
rity and self-reliance but involved some serious problems.
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Major repairs were difficult to accomplish; there was limited
storage for spare parts, material, and food; aerial resupply from
Soviet home bases was difficult; and anchorages were subject to
inclement weather. For all of these reasons, Soviet naval de-
ployments in the Mediterranean were limited up to the 1967
Middle East war, with ships stationed there for only a couple of
months at a time and heavily dependent on auxiliaries shuttling
back and forth from the Black Sea with fuel, water, and other
consumables.?® But after 1967 there was significant change:
longer deployments and increasing numbers of ships, greater lo-
gistical requirements, and much greater access to foreign
ports—in Egypt, Syria, Yugoslavia, and North Africa.

Between 1967 and 1972 (peaking in the latter year), the
Soviet navy had regular access in Egypt to Alexandria, Port
Said, and Mersa Matruh, as well as extensive access to airfields
for antisubmarine warfare (ASW), reconnaissance, and fighter
aircraft. That access was curtailed in 1972 and virtually ended
in 1976, but partially replaced after 1973 by much greater ac-
cess to Syrian naval and air facilities. Then, too, the Soviet
navy was also granted access to several Yugoslav ports, not
only for routine port visits but also for maintenance and repairs.
Algeria came to allow similar access (including minor repairs
for submarines); its airfields were important to the Soviet stag-
ing of arms to Angola in the mid-1970s, for supplying Guinea,
and for some transits en route to Cuba. Libya, too, provided
various types of access beginning around 1975. All in all, by
the mid-1970s the Soviets had vastly increased their capacity to
project power into and around the Mediterranean. They had also
acquired access to numerous facilities in that area useful for
staging personnel and materiel further south in Africa.

In the Indian Ocean area, Soviet basing assets were devel-
oped a bit later, the major expansion occurring between 1968
and 1974. (Up to the 1973 Middle East war, the closure of the
Suez Canal precluded movement of ships to the Indian Ocean
from the Black Sea, so Soviet naval deployments had to come
all the way from the Siberian naval bases of the Soviet Pacific
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Fleet.) But, during this period, in line with a considerable in-
crease in Soviet deployments in the Indian Ocean, access of
greater or lesser degree was achieved or reinforced in Somalia,
Iraq, South Yemen, India, Mauritius, Ethiopia, and Mozam-
bique. Somalia was a particularly critical hub of Soviet air and
naval access between 1972 and 1977. Its port at Berbera was
used for repairs, fueling, crew rest, communications, and stor-
age of naval missiles, its air bases for Soviet reconnaissance and
ASW flights. South Yemen, too, acquired considerable impor-
tance, among other things, for the staging of materiel to
Mozambique and to Ethiopia during its war with Somalia.

Though Soviet base expansion was concentrated from 1964
to 1977 in the Mediterranean and Indian Ocean areas, there
were also the beginnings of expansion in other regions. Cuba,
of course, had become a major Soviet base host beginning in the
early 1960s, crucial to a Soviet presence in the Caribbean area
near the United States. In Southeast Asia, the Soviets acquired
some access to Vietnamese facilities in the mid-1970s, after the
fall of Saigon to Hanoi.

In West Africa, Guinea—one of the earliest Soviet arms
client states in Africa—became a significant host for Soviet fa-
cilities in the 1960s, allowing the USSR to establish a continu-
ous small naval patrol off the Guinean coast. This Soviet West
Africa patrol, later shifted to Angola, consisted usually of an
amphibious ship and oiler, anchored off Conakry, a port used
for crew rest, minor repairs, and replenishment. The Soviets
also had use of Guinean airfields for reconnaissance and ASW
flights and for staging arms southward to Angola.

All during the 1960s—a period in which Soviet global
basing access remained limited relative to the United States—
the Soviets compensated by making extensive use of surrogates.
Merchant ships and fighting vessels performed functions like
communications relay and satellite tracking in lieu of shore
bases, and the Soviet navy made extensive use of off-shore an-
chorages or mooring buoys in the Mediterranean, Indian Ocean,
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and western Pacific. In the Mediterranean, for instance, these
anchorages were located at Kithira (south of Greece), Ham-
mamet (off the Tunisian Coast), Crete East, the Alboran Basin
(east of Gibraltar), and off the Chella Bank.>® There were nu-
merous other secondary anchorages. These interim measures
demonstrate the Soviet capacity for using second-best solutions
to compensate for lack of basing access.

Today the Soviets have a near-global system of air, naval,
and technical facilities, usable over a range of military power
projection functions. That system is by no means as elaborate as
that availed the United States, but it does not need to be. The
Soviets’ large land mass and central, Eurasian position, and
their use of ships in lieu of what might more efficiently be per-
formed on land, act as compensating factors. And the Soviets’
continuing quest for access is underpinned by a very deter-
mined, purposeful effort to sell arms to and otherwise support
clients and friends in a manner wholly bereft of concern for
arms control, human rights, or other idealistic diversions.

In the Pacific, and in consonance with the major, ongoing
buildup of Soviet seapower, the primary basing hub is in
Vietnam, where the Soviets inherited former US facilities.
Vietnam has received over $5 billion in Soviet arms aid since
1978, much of it in connection with Soviet support during and
after the PRC-Vietnam conflict.>' According to Soviet Military
Power, the USSR has “transformed Cam Ranh Bay into the
largest Soviet naval forward deployment base outside the
Warsaw Pact.”? That entails forward deployment of 25-30
ships to the South China Sea, including surface combatants, at-
tack and cruise-missile submarines, and naval auxiliary ships. It
also involves a large contingent of reconnaissance and combat
aircraft which extend the Soviet reach over Southeast Asia and
well into the western Pacific: 8 Bears and 16 Badgers (10 with
strike capability) and a squadron of MiG-23 Floggers.

Elsewhere in the Pacific—-Southeast Asia area, one may
point to reported Soviet naval access to a Kampuchean facility
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at Ream, extending the Soviet navy’s access a bit westward.
And in the southwest Pacific, where numerous new sovereign
island nations present tempting opportunities (analogous to the
Caribbean), the USSR has been reported seeking access for its
fishing vessels in places like Tonga, Kiribati, and Vanuatu, pre-
sumably as wedges for more overt military activities later on,*
such as a Soviet air staging base.

In South Asia, the main focus of Soviet base acquisition
has been in Afghanistan, in connection with the ongoing war
and occupation. The USSR has a force of some 115,000 troops
in Afghanistan, itself an aspect of forward conventional power
projection which threatens Pakistan and Iran. In addition, the
Soviets now have access to several Afghan air bases—Kabul,
Kandahar, Bagrame, and Shindand—which put Backfires and
other aircraft in range of critical areas around the Persian Gulf,
including the Straits of Hormuz.>*

The Soviet navy reportedly has been given occasional port
visit access at several Indian bases: Bombay, Cochin,
Vishakhapatnam, and Port Blair in the Andaman Islands. But
thus far, the massive long-term Soviet arms supplies to New
Delhi—most recently involving MiG-29s, I1-76 transports, and
T-72 tanks—has not resulted in permanent basing rights. Soviet
aspirations for a naval facility in Pakistan’s Baluchistan might
come into focus if Pakistan’s political situation should change
either via realignment or further dismemberment.33

Further west along the Indian Ocean littoral, the USSR has
acquired important basing assets in the crucial area—referred to
by some as an “arc of crisis”—spanning Southwest Asia and the
Horn of Africa. This has involved some complex shifting of
alignments in recent years. Somalia, North Yemen, and Iraq,
along with South Yemen, used to provide access to Moscow,
but today Ethiopia has replaced Somalia, while Soviet ties with
North Yemen and Iraq have weakened somewhat as these
nations have become more pro-Western. Use of Iraqi naval
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facilities has, at any rate, been precluded since 1980 by the
Iran-Iraq war.

South Yemen has been a critical focus of Moscow’s atten-
tion since the Soviets’ expulsion from Somalia in 1977.
Underpinned by a massive assistance program and the presence
of some 1,000 Soviet, Eastern European, and Cuban advisers,
South Yemen has provided the USSR nearly unlimited access. 3¢
That access has involved use of Aden’s port for berthing and an-
choring and as a transshipment point for POL and arms en route
to Africa. Soviet [I-38 May naval reconnaissance aircraft fly out
of Aden and another air base at Al-Anad, and there is also an
important high frequency (HF) communications facility at Bir
Fuqum.

Important access to naval and air facilities in Ethiopia,
which began during the Horn War of 1977-78, has cost
Moscow $3—4 billion of military assistance. A key naval base at
the Dahlak Archipelago in the Red Sea provides a maintenance
and supply depot, including a large floating drydock, floating
piers, helipads, fuel and water storage, a submarine tender, and
other repair ships.>” There are regular calls by Soviet guided-
missile cruisers, and nuclear-powered submarines operating in
the Indian Ocean and Red Sea call regularly at the base. Earlier,
[I-38 May antisubmarine warfare (ASW) and maritime recon-
naissance aircraft operated out of an airfield at Asmara.

Further south, the USSR has other points of access in sub-
Saharan Africa, on both its east and west coasts. Mozambique,
Angola, and Guinea provide access, and at times several other
African countries have been forthcoming. Mozambique, which
in recent years has flirted with closer ties to the West, has pro-
vided some access for the Soviet navy at its ports of Nacala and
Maputo. In Guinea, the USSR uses Conakry harbor routinely as
a facility for its West African patrol. Although access for Tu-95
reconnaissance aircraft was terminated by Sekou Touré in 1977,
Conakry airport is still used for staging military transport air-
craft. Luanda, in Angola, has now become the most important
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port for the Soviets’ West African naval units. There is a large
floating drydock there, and the airfield at Luanda hosts Tu—95
reconnaissance aircraft, which deploy in pairs three or four
times a year.3®

Elsewhere in this region, the USSR has achieved some ac-
cess to the Seychelles. Transport aircraft stop there en route to
southern Africa, and regular access for naval units is being
sought. In the past, arms resupply operations to Angola were
eased by access to air staging bases in Guinea-Bissau, Mali, and
the Congo, among others.*® Also, Equatorial Guinea, before the
revolution overthrowing the Nguema regime, apparently hosted
a Soviet communications or intelligence base.*® Madagascar is
reported occasionally to provide access for Soviet ships, as do
Cape Verde and Benin. Uganda under Amin may have provided
a technical facility, perhaps a space-tracking station.

In the Mediterranean area, Egypt’s defection from Soviet
tutelage has left Syria, Libya, and Algeria as the most important
providers of access to Moscow’s forces. Among these, Syria’s
role is foremost.

The USSR has some 4,000 military advisers in Syria,
many in air defense roles; after the 1982 defeat of the Syrian air
force by Israel, the Soviets themselves manned SAM-5 Gam-
mon missiles and other command, control, and communications
(C?) and electronic warfare equipment. Soviet advisers are in-
volved in all aspects of Syrian defense activities, and the Soviet
navy has access to the port of Tartus and air deployment rights
at Tiyas airfield (II-38’s). Tartus is used for submarine mainte-
nance; a sub tender, yard oiler, and water tender are stationed
there.

The Soviets have limited, though increasing, military ac-
cess to Libyan ports and airfields. There have been some port
visits and I1-38 May ASW aircraft deployments since 1981.
Algeria, now perhaps shifting toward a more pro-West orienta-
tion, has in the past reportedly offered transit rights for Soviet
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aircraft and also minor maintenance for Soviet subs at
Annaba.*!

Finally, Soviet military access in Latin America involves
primarily Cuba, but to a lesser degree also Peru and Nicaragua.
Cuba has, of course, received massive Soviet economic aid and
subsidies (now at the level of about $4 billion a year), military
aid ($3 billion in equipment from 1981 to 1984 alone), and
some 15,000 military and civilian advisers and technicians. In
return, the Soviets have access to naval facilities (Havana,
Mariel, Cienfuegos) which allows them to maintain a naval
presence in the Caribbean. The USSR also deploys Tu-94/Bear
D and Tu-142/Bear F ASW and naval reconnaissance aircraft in
Cuba and has, at a complex at Lourdes, several sites devoted to
signals intelligence (SIGINT) and communications.*

Soviet ships have made some calls to Nicaragua’s ports,
and new airfields being built there will be able to accommodate
any Soviet aircraft. In Peru, the USSR has gained access for lo-
gistics support and maintenance for their nearly 200 fishing ves-
sels operating off the coast of South America. Aeroflot uses
Lima as a primary hub for rotating merchant seamen and fisher-
men, whose vessels often have crucial military roles involving
intelligence, communications, and space-tracking.

External access—as it relates to conventional power
projection—involves not only use of facilities, but also use of
overhead airspace. Indeed, the matter of overflight rights has
become a very important component of modern security diplo-
macy, necessary for air staging of war materiel and also—in a
less time-urgent manner—for routine movements of cargo and
combat aircraft.*? Its importance derives from present-day tend-
encies toward “closure” of both the seas and overhead air space,
as the newer nations increasingly attempt to dilute the super-
powers’ traditional prerogatives and freedom of movement.

Permissions for overflights by military aircraft are rela-
tively routine among friends, at least under ordinary circum-
stances; however, US problems with European allies during the
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1973 Middle East war demonstrated the importance of political

_cross-pressures which may arise during crises. Conditions for
overflights by neutrals or political opponents may be far more
stringent. Hence, both superpowers must pay attention to vari-
ous air corridors throughout the world, and their availability in
turn depends on networks of allies and friends.

The importance to the USSR of overflights has been re-
peatedly demonstrated during recent years. Turkey and
Yugoslavia allowed Soviet overflight of the arms resupply for
Egypt and Syria in 1973. Several West African states apparently
permitted Soviet overflights en route to Angola during the in-
tense phase of the conflict there in the mid-1970s.* Iraq and
India have been mentioned as providers of overflight rights for
the Soviet resupply of Vietnam in its war with the PRC in 1979.
And, in more difficult circumstances, the Soviets may have
overflown several unwilling nations in their resupply operation
on behalf of Ethiopia in 1977-78: Pakistani, Iraqi, Sudanese,
and perhaps Egyptian airspace may all have been violated. And,
of course, Soviet client relationships throughout the world may
help preclude US overflight rights for both routine and crisis
operations.

The Buildup in Soviet Forces: Expanding
Forward Power Projection Capability

Parallel to the Soviet drive for access in various regions of the
world has been the buildup of Soviet forces most germane to
conventional power projection. That involves, centrally, naval
forces (including their auxiliaries in the merchant marine and
- fishing fleets), long-range air transport capability, some
forward-based combat aircraft and missiles, and limited deploy-
ments of Soviet combat troops and advisers, as well as those of
surrogates.

The Soviet navy now fields some 289 surface combatants,
including four Kiev-class carriers, two Moskva-class ASW heli-
copter carriers, some 39 cruisers (of which two are nuclear), 45
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guided-missile destroyers, 23 gun destroyers, 32 guided-missile
frigates, and 152 gun frigates. In addition, there are some 700
minor surface combatants: guided-missile corvettes, vast num-
bers of missile patrol boats, minesweepers and minelayers, 79
amphibious ships and 109 additional amphibious craft, and 305
principal auxiliary ships (such as replenishment, tanker, missile
support, supply, cargo, submarine tender, repair, hospital, sub-
marine rescue, salvage/rescue, and training ships). There are
also some 60 intelligence collection vessels (AGI), 134 naval
research vessels, and 350 civilian oceanographic, fishery,
space-associated, and hydrographic research vessels. The Soviet
submarine force is equally formidable. Aside from 63 SSBNs
and 14 SSBs, there are some 213 attack submarines, of which
72 are nuclear-powered, and 66 cruise-missile submarines, 49
of which are nuclear (SSGNs).

The bulk of the naval forces are divided into an Arctic
Command comprising the Northern Fleet, an Atlantic Command
comprising the Baltic and Black Sea Fleets and the Mediterra-
nean Eskadra, and the Pacific Fleet. The Arctic Command de-
ploys 42 SSB/BNs, 138 other subs, 80 major and 120 minor
surface combatants, 15 principal combatants, 22 amphibious
ships, and 35 auxiliaries. The Black Sea Fleet fields 30 subs, 78
principal and 160 minor surface combatants, 21 amphibious
ships, and 53 auxiliaries. The Pacific Fleet, with its main bases
at Vladivostok, Petropavlovsk, and Sovetskaya Gavan, deploys
31 SSB/BNs, 88 other subs, 85 principal and 200 minor surface
combatants, 19 amphibious ships, and 98 auxiliaries.

These imposing numbers can, of course, be interpreted for
conventional force projection only in various hypothetical con-
texts. One might, of course, be talking about conventional oper-
ations against a Third World state or the PRC without direct US
involvement. Or one might be talking about various “conven-
tional” scenarios pitting US against Soviet naval forces; a pro-
tracted “conventional phase” escalating toward nuclear war is
also a possibility.*> But, then, one may be talking about coer-
cive actions short of actual combat, involving a form of “deter-
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rence” rather than warfighting. Suffice it to say that the Soviet
navy is large and growing, and that its presence does raise
doubts about US global sea control. Short of all-out war, mari-
time supremacy does seem less than indivisible.

Taking a narrow interpretation of the Soviet navy’s con-
ventional force projection capability—one measured against ei-
ther major or minor powers—several recent developments are
worth noting. The Soviets are moving, gradually, toward devel-
opment of large carriers. A 65,000-ton carrier is under construc-
tion, along with new fixed-wing aircraft capable of carrier
deployment. This hardware will eventually allow the Soviets to
extend their operations beyond the umbrella of land-based avia-
tion, improving their distant area power projection capabilities.

The Soviets are also moving ahead with capabilities for
amphibious warfare, a domain long dominated by the United
States. They now have 16,000 naval infantry forces—7,000
with the Pacifi¢ Fleet and 3,000 with each western fleet. These
units are highly mechanized, equipped with tracked and
wheeled amphibious vehicles including PT-76 tanks and
BTR-60 APCs. Meanwhile, the USSR now has two Ivan
Rogov—class amphibious assault vessels, and the Soviet navy is
also the world’s largest operator of military air cushion vehicles.
These amphibious units are now deployed in the Pacific and
Indian Oceans, in the Mediterranean Sea, and off West Africa,
and have already been involved for coercive purposes in some
crises: for instance, bolstering a friendly regime in the
Seychelles.*®

In each fleet area, the USSR also has some Spetsnaz

forces, trained to conduct a variety of sensitive missions includ- -

ing reconnaissance, sabotage, and assassination. These forces
could be used in a conventional conflict against a wide spectrum
of targets: ship and submarine bases, airfields, C* and intel-
ligence facilities, ports, harbors, or radar and SOSUS (sound
surveillance system) sites. A brigade-size unit of Spetsnaz,
forces is assigned to each of the four Soviet fleets.
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The maritime capabilities of the USSR cannot, of course,
be measured solely by what is formally defined as part of the
Soviet navy. Additionally, there are the Soviet merchant, fish-
ing, and research fleets, each of which often has purposes less
benign than those advertised.

As pointed out by Soviet Military Power, the Soviet Mer-
chant Marine now deploys some 1,700 ships, many of which
can be used for military logistics in crisis or war.

Merchant ships produced over the last two decades in-
creasingly have been constructed to military standards,
incorporating such key features as chemical-biological-
radiological (CBR) protection, increased endurance and
service speeds, improved capability in handling gear and
self-servicing features, advanced communications, naviga-
tion and electronics, including identification-friend-or-foe
(IFF) systems—systems restricted to naval ships in the
West.. ..

The operations of the Merchant Marine are closely
coordinated with naval requirements from the Moscow
level down to the smallest port facility. On a regular basis,
a significant amount of logistic support required by the So-
viet Navy in peacetime, especially in distant areas, is pro-
vided by merchantmen. This flexibility allows Soviet
merchant ships to obtain supplies for naval use in ports
where warship visits might be denied. In a crisis, the
highly organized, centrally controlled merchant fleet can
provide suitable military support quickly and effectively,
particularly for amphibious operations, troop movements,
and arms shipments.*’

The Soviet fishing fleet has an equally formidable military
potential. That fleet has been reported at around 4,000-5,000
vessels or some 60 percent of the world’s fishing fleet tonnage,
though responsible for a much smaller percentage of the annual
fishing catch.*® Many of these large trawlers are virtual adjuncts
of the Soviet navy, carrying sophisticated intelligence-gathering
gear, radars, ASW equipment, and so forth. And because of
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their ostensibly peaceful purposes, they are often able to go
where overt military access might be denied (Spain’s Canary Is-
lands have been one example). In other cases, the Soviets have
apparently requested such access as the opening wedge for later
grants of naval access; the recent efforts among the new nations
of the southwest Pacific have been good illustrations.

The Soviet fishing fleet, believed coordinated by a central-
ized command and control system, conducts near-global opera-
tions. In the Atlantic, it has concentrated in the North Sea, in
the English Channel, in the Great Sole Bank, and off the Shet-
land Islands; off the United States and Canada in the Grand, Sa-
ble Island, and Georges Banks. Other more recent favorite
“fishing” grounds have been off the west coast of Africa near
Walvis Bay, the Gulf of Guinea, the Cape Verde area, and the
Canary Islands. In the South Atlantic, Soviet fishing boats
prowl near the Falkland Islands and South Georgia,* while
whaling fleets operate off Antarctica. In the Indian Ocean, the
Soviets exploit fisheries near Farquhar Island, near the
Seychelles and Mauritius, near Kerguelen Island, in the
Mozambique Channel, and off the Australian North West Cape.
In the Pacific, fishing operations used to be concentrated in the
Bering Sea and off the US West Coast, but are now diminished.

Concomitant to the Soviets’ far larger navy has been the
large-scale enhancement of their long-range air transport capa-
bility, embodied in the component called VTA. That, in turn,
has allowed for large-scale arms resupply operations: to Egypt,
Angola, Ethiopia, and Vietnam as primary recent examples. It
also provides the basis for large-scale insertion of Soviet forces,
as exemplified by the early phases of the Afghanistan war.

VTA has some 750 aircraft—variously, the An-2, -8, —12,
-24, and -26, the Il-14, the 11-76, and the An-22. The latter
two aircraft, of which the USSR has some 240, are the largest
and closest to their American counterparts in capability—the
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An-22’s payload and range are greater than those of the US
C-141B, though still smaller than those of the C-5A/B. But the
Soviets also have under development a newer transport, the
An-400 Condor, whose capabilities will rival those of the
C-5.5° And, not to be forgotten, some 1,300 medium- and long-
range passenger aircraft of the civilian Aeroflot fleet and the
1,250 transports of other services could augment a VTA airlift.

The Soviet army now has seven airborne divisions and, ad-
ditionally, some 16 brigades and three regiments of Spetsnaz
forces. In conjunction with the above-noted airlift capacity, that
translates into at least the potential for long-range power projec-
tion. The mobilization of Soviet airborne divisions—and the ac-
companying warnings—toward the close of the 1973 Middle
East war showed how such instruments might be used for coer-
cive purposes and might even be read as harbingers of later
possibilities.

Of course, it must be stressed that the “facts” of expanding
Soviet power projection capability can only obtain real meaning
in the perspective of rival US capabilities. That perspective, in
turn, presents a host of analytical problems which can here only
be mentioned, for instance, the overarching but always specula-
tive question, projection to where and under what circum-
stances? Rival projections to the Persian Gulf are one thing, to
Nicaragua another. But despite the contraction of the US basing
structure, American capabilities remain unsurpassed according
to the several most commonly used measurements: steaming
days in various areas, ship port visits, ratios of combatants to
auxiliaries, exercise days in various oceans, and so forth. For
most purposes and with regard to most places, the USSR re-
mains unmistakably the second superpower. However, given its
proximity to Soviet Central Asia, the balance of projected
power at the Persian Gulf remains ambiguous and troubling.
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Presence

One often-used measure of growing Soviet conventional force
projection capability is that of degrees of “presence” achieved,
as objectively measured by port visits in various locales or fleet
ship-days in various oceans or seas. Traditionally, such efforts
to “show the flag”! represent one measure of Soviet capability
to sustain forces out of area. And even in the absence of actual
or threatened combat, these data do convey something about de-
terrence, latent coercive power, and regional influence. In a
way, they may be said to measure growing confidence, status,
or even boldness, particularly as such deployments may become
routine over time. One way or the other, they reflect an obvious
desire on the part of the USSR to be accepted as a fully equal
superpower with global interests and responsibilities.

Though very recent data of this sort are not easily
available, pre-1980 data is provided by Bruce Watson and by a
team at the Center for Naval Analyses.>? Both show an in-
eluctable trend of growing Soviet maritime presence from the
1960s through the 1980s in all three major oceans and the
Mediterranean.

Watson provides the data shown in table 1 for “out of area”
ship-days by geographical area from 1956 to 1980, beginning
near the time of the Suez war and shortly after the Soviet arms
deals with Egypt and Syria which kicked off the major burst of
Soviet expansion in the Third World.

Several points may be imputed, cautiously, from these
data. First, although there was an enormous expansion of the
Soviets’ global naval presence over the 25-odd years surveyed,
most of that expansion came in the period before 1973. After
that year, there was a leveling off, and the Soviet presence in
the Mediterranean actually declined a bit, a result no doubt of
the severing of security ties with Egypt. Not surprisingly, the
one area of some post-1973 expansion has been the Pacific, re-
lated undoubtedly to the growing Soviet presence in Vietnam as
well as to the growth of the Soviet Pacific Fleet. Noteworthy,
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Table 1. Out-of-Area Ship-Days—Distribution by Geographical
Area, 1956-1980°

Mediterranean Atlantic  Indian Pacific  Caribbean

Year Sea Ocean  Ocean Ocean Sea Total
1956 100 500 0 200 0 800
1957 600 1,500 0 200 0 2,300
1958 1,000 1,300 0 900 0 3,200
1959 4,000 2,100 0 900 0 7,000
1960 5,600 1,600 200 400 0 7,800
1961 2,300 2,200 0 700 0 5,200
1962 800 4,300 100 1,400 0 6,600
1963 600 3,600 100 1,800 0 6,100
1964 1,800 5,300 0 2,000 0 9,100
1965 3,700 5,400 0 2,500 0 11,600
1966 5,400 5,500 0 2,800 0 13,700
1967 8,800 5,800 200 3,600 0 18,400
1968 11,700 5,900 1,200 4,200 0 23,000
1969 15,400 9,600 4,100 5,900 300 35,300
1970 17,400 13,600 4,900 7,100 700 43,700
1971 18,700 14,800 4,000 6,200 700 44,400
1972 17,700 14,500 8,900 5,900 1,900 48,900
1973 20,600 13,000 8,900 6,300 1,400 50,200
1974 20,200 13,900 10,500 7,400 1,200 53,200
1975 20,000 13,200 7,100 6,800 1,100 48,200
1976 18,600 14,000 7,300 6,500 1,000 47,400
1977 16,300 15,800 6,700 7,500 1,200 47,500
1978 16,000 16,100 8,500 6,900 1,300 49,400
1979 16,600 16,900 7,600 10,400 1,100 52,600
1980 16,600 16,900 11,800 11,800 700 57,800

*Data for the years prior to 1969 have been extrapolated from approxima-
tive information and are not considered as valid as those for the years
1969-80. Ship-days in the Indian Ocean prior to 1967 reflect ship transits
through the Ocean and are not ships deployed specifically for Indian Ocean
operations.

Source: Bruce Watson, Red Navy at Sea (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1982),
p- 183.
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too, is the relatively even division of Soviet presence in the four
major regions represented: Mediterranean Sea and Atlantic, Pa-
cific, and Indian Oceans.

Watson also presents extensive data on Soviet port visits,
by regions and by individual nations and their ports. Some of
these data are aggregated in table 2, utilizing the top ten
countries—as measured by total ship-days—in each of the rele-
vant regions. Any number of salient, albeit in some cases specu-
lative, points may be imputed from this information, which in
Watson’s work is supplemented by individual ports data and by
appended explanations of what, centrally, was at issue in each
case.

Clearly, there are not many surprises in the biggest cases.
The Soviet presence, measured in this manner, has largely been
concentrated where the USSR has had its most extensive basing
access underpinned by major security assistance relationships:
Cuba, Guinea, Angola, Syria, Vietnam, South Yemen,
Ethiopia, and (earlier) Somalia and Egypt. The seemingly out-
sized numbers for Albania reflect the Soviet use there of subma-
rine bases from 1958 to 1961. There are, however, a few
surprises. Singapore did extensive overhaul and yard work on
Soviet ships at least up until 1980, when further access was
denied in the wake of the Afghanistan invasion. Yards at Chiba
and Yokohama in Japan have done extensive overhaul work on
Soviet auxiliary ships. And there has been the surprising level
of Soviet access to Las Palmas in Spain’s Canary Islands since
1969, used by auxiliary ships to support naval operations in
Guinea and elsewhere in the Atlantic. The inclusion of Mo-
rocco, Sweden, Senegal, Canada, Tunisia, Greece, Italy, Gi-
braltar, Fiji, Mexico, and Ecuador on these lists is interesting
and gives rise to various political, if not merely commercial, in-
terpretations. Indeed, Watson’s longer lists include a plethora of
NATO nations and others closely aligned with the United
States. But regarding these nations, nothing much more than
traditional courtesy visits among nations not at war may be
imputed.
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Overall, however, the combination of data for ship-days
and port calls does portray a significant and expanding Soviet
global naval presence, one now made routine at a fairly high
level. Though difficult to gauge and interpret, these facts do
seem to underscore the extent to which the Soviet navy has
leapfrogged the old Eurasian containment ring. The bear not
only swims, but swims in a large number of dispersed places,
cumulating to a truly global presence. What this might mean if
the ancient dictum about the indivisibility of maritime control
were really tested is, of course, hard to say.

Coercive Diplomacy

Connected to the Soviet Union’s expanding oversea air and na-
val presence and its associated basing network is the question of
the extent to which it has empowered coercive diplomacy, often
referred to as “the political use of military force.” The massive
work of Steven Kaplan and his associates has attempted to
conceptualize, measure, and assess this somewhat difficult
domain.>

Gauging the coercive use of armed force involves some
highly subjective, arguable matters—after all, who can say what
would have happened if no force had been used or threatened?
Nonetheless, it is worth noting that Kaplan, et al. identified
some 190 incidents in which Sovie* armed forces were used as a
political instrument between June 944 and August 1979, run-
ning from Soviet pressures in 1944 on Poland, Finland,
Romania, and Bulgaria, to the events in 1979 surrounding the
Afghanistan and China-Vietnam wars.>* These incidents were
divided into lists of “major coercive actions by U.S.S.R. forces
since Stalin’s death,” “incidents in which U.S. and major
U.S.S.R. armed forces were used,” and “coercive activities of
Soviet armed forces in the Third World.”>® The lists cross-
reference different Soviet orientations to Third World conflicts
with various uses of ground, air, and naval units. And some de-
tailed case studies are provided: Soviet interventions in Eastern
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Europe, Sino-Soviet border conflicts, the Korean and Vietnam
Wars, the Arab-Israeli and other Middle Eastern conflicts, naval
diplomacy in African waters, and the conflicts in Angola and
the Horn of Africa, to name a few.

Amid the blizzard of detail and the difficulties of drawing
conclusions or inferences, a mere scanning of Kaplan’s book
underscores one general point: that Soviet military power has
become a global presence in spite of the US containment policy.
Since 1960, when Moscow began to develop conventional
power projection capability, Soviet military power has at least
been a factor in a lot of places. Kaplan’s data include involve-
ment in Iran, Indonesia, the Congo (Zaire), Laos, Cuba, North
Yemen, Cyprus, China, the Arab-Israeli conflict, South Yemen,
Ghana, Cambodia, Somalia, the Sudan, the Syria-Jordan im-
broglio, Guinea, Sri Lanka, Sierra Leone, India versus
Pakistan, Bangladesh, Oman, Guinea-Bissau, Iraq versus
Kuwait, Kurdistan, Angola, Western Sahara, Lebanon,
Ethiopia, Japan, China versus Vietnam, and Afghanistan. Some
of these involvements, because they are contiguous or near to
the Soviet rimland, concern the older imagery of containment.
A scanning of the remainder reinforces the point that the con-
tainment ring has long been leapfrogged, that the reach of So-
viet power extends well beyond the close-in rimlands.

Much a part of Soviet conventional power projection is
Moscow’s use of surrogate forces. This development has, of
course, received most attention in connection with the crucial
role of Cuban forces in Ethiopia’s defense against Somalia, and
in Angola on behalf of the Neto regime.>® Numerically smaller
efforts have been made by Soviet client forces in Syria versus
Israel and in Nicaragua. Whatever the interpretation of the polit-
ical nature of Soviet-Cuban collaboration in the two major
cases, it is clear that Soviet logistics—air and sea transport, use
of en route staging facilities, etc.—were crucial. And, of
course, the success of the Horn and Angola operations resulted
in additional points of access for Soviet naval and air forces,
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usable for a variety of possible future contingencies as well as
for more routine activities.

Thus far, of course, the Soviets have been very cautious
about direct involvement of their combat forces outside the
USSR, especially in noncontiguous areas. The heavy involve-
ment of Soviet forces in Afghanistan has been one exception, as
were the earlier suppressions of revolution in Hungary and
Czechoslovakia. In noncontiguous areas, some Soviet forces
were involved in the manning of Syrian SAMs in 1982 and as
pilots in Egypt’s war of attrition against Israel in 1969-70.

Also of note is the use of Soviet aircraft for moving mili-
tary equipment forward in Vietnam in 1979, and the activities
of high-level Soviet officers on behalf of Ethiopia in 1977-78.
But with the exception of Afghanistan, use of large-scale Soviet
combat units has so far been avoided. And the alerting of a
number of Soviet airborne divisions during the 1973 war was
the one example of the long-range deterrent or compellent use
of Soviet conventional power. Whether the future will see more
ambitious and open use of Soviet combat power overseas re-
mains to be seen.

Arms Transfers, Military Aid, Economic Aid

Recent decades have seen the USSR become a major supplier of
arms, alternating with the United States in the leading role. The
most recent ACDA annual, World Military Expenditures and
Arms Transfers, 1985, gauges Soviet arms deliveries in the pe-
riod 1981-84 at 28.4 percent of the world total, ahead of the
24.6 percent credited to the United States. The Soviet lead in
deliveries to developing countries was much larger, 31.7 per-
cent to 17.4 percent. And, of course, the USSR was the sole or
predominant arms supplier to a number of developing states:
North Korea, Vietnam, Laos, Kampuchea, India, Iraq, Syria,
Libya, South Yemen, Algeria, Nicaragua, Ethiopia, Mali,
Benin, Madagascar, Angola, Mozambique, Zambia, Tanzania,
the Congo, and some other smaller states within Africa.
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The Soviet arms sales effort was underpinned by a massive
arms production base which in some major weapons categories
(tanks, artillery pieces, jet fighter aircraft, surface-to-air mis-
siles, and patrol boats) resulted in far larger annual unit produc-
tion runs than in the United States. These arms sales were
accompanied by large-scale military training programs, within
the recipient countries, in the USSR, and in other Eastern bloc
countries. (According to a CIA publication, training between
1955 and 1979 also involved such countries as Cameroon,
Ghana, Nigeria, Sierra Leone, Togo, Zaire, North Yemen, Iran,
Pakistan, and Bangladesh, none of them normally deemed So-
viet “client states.”*®) During the same period, communist coun-
tries’ economic aid was extended to a plethora of noncommunist
LDCs (some of it admittedly token and near-symbolic). That ex-
tended list included Mauritania, Morocco, Tunisia, Botswana,
Burundi, Cape Verde, the Central African Republic, Chad,
Comoros, even the Philippines, Brazil, Mexico, Uruguay, and
Venezuela. While these relationships may not have resulted in
base rights or the availability of surrogate forces, they may still
be seen as a broader effort at extending Soviet influence and
reducing that of the United States. Whether these transfers have
had an impact on the overall conventional military balance is
doubtful, but there is little question that arms sales, or more
broadly, security assistance, has become the major item of quid
pro quo in exchange for military access.®®

Although year-to-year arms transfers are an important as-
pect of Soviet power projection, arms resupply during conflict
constitutes a more salient and visible manifestation of Moscow’s
support. The Soviets have conducted several successful arms
resupply operations in connection with major Third World con-
ventional wars, usually where US interests were engaged on the
other side. The examples are well known: the Middle East war
of 1973, Vietnam versus the United States, Ethiopia in
1977-78, India in 1971, Angola in 1975, and Vietnam in 1979.
And Soviet or client state arms have sustained a variety of lower
intensity combat operations by surrogates: e.g., Nicaragua,
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Zimbabwe, Western Sahara, Chad, Vietnam, and South Yemen.
More protracted and less time-urgent operations have used So-
viet sealift, surreptitious and indirect as well as overt. The case
of Iraq since 1980 has demonstrated that political-strategic
Cross-pressures may sometimes cause a more ambivalent Soviet
support effort, capabilities notwithstanding.

Addendum: Conventional Power Projection
and the Nuclear Balance

While the primary focus of this paper is on conventional power
projection, a strict separation between it and nuclear power pro-
jection is a bit artificial. The link has always been there. The
original containment policy was based, if only implicitly, on the
assumption that America’s disadvantage in conventional forces
around the Eurasian rimland could be counterbalanced by a nu-
clear deterrent. And of course, one lesson the Soviets could not
avoid learning at the time of the Cuban missile crisis was the
importance of “local” conventional balances on the ladder of
escalation to nuclear weapons. At any rate, for both the United
States and the USSR, many oversea facilities are usable both for
conventional and nuclear-related purpdses. Likewise, some
weapons systems have dual implications. SSNs can be used in
conventional wars but would also be critical in a “nuclear
phase” vis-a-vis rival surface or submarine forces.®

The expansion of the Soviet naval basing system provides a
number of forward positions from which SSNs could operate,
either in a nuclear phase or in a lengthy conventional phase dur-
ing which both sides were seeking to degrade each other’s
forces so as to increase their relative nuclear advantage. As
noted, the Soviets now have numerous oversea airfields from
which to fly ASW and ocean surveillance aircraft important to
the nuclear equation. SIGINT, space-tracking, and communica-
tions facilities likewise have dual functions. Cuban air
bases—in part now protected by Soviet conventional deterrent
power—could be used as possible recovery bases for Backfire
bombers. And the expansion of the Soviet fleet (including its
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Merchant Marine and fishing fleet) provides numerous assets
relevant to the nuclear equation: communications, ASW, space-
tracking, etc. In the future, some Soviet oversea facilities may
be u<ed for basing mobile cruise missiles, or perhaps for various
functicas in relation to strategic missile defense like ground-
based lasers or satellite launching.

Summary

What does this development of Soviet conventional power pro-
jection capability mean to the original aims of the containment
policy? As noted earlier, that policy stressed a more or less
symmetrical rimland defense backed by a nuclear deterrent. It
appeared to emphasize (in territorial terms) the defense of West-
ern Europe and, with it, the so-called “sinews of war,” and re-
tention of sea control was a necessary adjunct to these broad
aims.

Some forty years later, has that containment policy
worked? Western Europe remains outside the bear’s grasp not-
withstanding “Finlandization,” trends toward neutralism,
Europessimism, and the resurgent “German problem.” And the
Sino-Soviet split, US-PRC rapprochement, Japan-PRC rap-
prochement, South Korea’s tenacious independence, and
ASEAN’s vitality all have redounded to the advantage of the
West even as the economic center of gravity along the Eurasian
rimlands has shifted toward the Pacific Basin. (Indeed, it might
be argued that containment appears more successful in Asia than
in Europe from the perspective of 1985.) The Soviets’ develop-
ment of heavy industry and weapons production has long since
removed the issue of “sinews of war” from center stage, and the
Persian Gulf (with its oil) and other raw materials locales have
supplanted Western Europe’s industries as crucial strategic

prizes.
To be sure, containment—in its original sense of contiguity

to the Soviet rimland and the associated imagery of falling
dominoes—has suffered some setbacks. Vietnam was the prime




346 Containment: Concept and Policy

example. Iran was lost to the West, if not yet gained by the
USSR. Turkey, Greece, Spain, and Portugal all seem in recent
years to have become less solid members of the Western alli-
ance even if all are still formally within NATO. But aside from
the Soviets’ precarious hold on Afghanistan, there has been lit-
tle outward movement of the Red tide. And looked at in other
ways, the geopolitics of containment has retained much of its
original “shape.” Scenarios for protracted conventional phases
or for limited nuclear war stress the need for containing Soviet
conventional naval power as well as SSBNs inside “the bas-
tions” of the Norwegian and Barents Seas and the Sea of
Okhotsk. The Greenland-Iceland-UK (GIUK) gap and the vari-
ous straits of Northeast Asia have come to represent a strictly
military form of containment; by contrast, in many of the land-
contiguous areas around the USSR, containment involves appli-
cation of a mix of military and political measures.

The Soviets’ primary gains have occurred—spatially
speaking—in the form of the leapfrogging of containment. Solid
though perhaps impermanent alignments with client states have
been acquired in Vietnam, Laos, Kampuchea, South Yemen,
North Korea, Syria, Libya, Ethiopia, Iraq, Mozambique, An-
gola, Guinea, Cuba, and Nicaragua. Some earlier client rela-
tionships, however, have been lost: Egypt, the Sudan,
Indonesia, Equatorial Guinea, and maybe North Yemen
(Grenada too) head that list. Less solid but significant security
ties have existed in many other places: India, Madagascar,
Zimbabwe, the Congo, Benin, Zambia, Guinea-Bissau, Algeria,
Peru, and Kiribati among them.

In a curious way, the contrasting perspectives of Kennan
and Weigert now seem each to capture an aspect of current real-
ity. Kennan’s taking Marxist-Leninist ideology very seriously
appears apt, retrospectively, in that most of the oversea client
states which contribute to Soviet projection capability are, to
one degree or another, self-defined Marxist states, though Peru,
India, Algeria, and Libya, for disparate reasons, are exceptions.
This pattern of alignment persists even as Western writers dis-
parage Soviet ideology as little more than a cover for the tena-
cious clinging to power of a hidebound party elite, and even as
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recent developments in China pose a serious threat to the ideo-
logical basis of the Soviet regime. Indeed, the ideological fervor
of some far-flung Soviet client states seems oddly to contrast
with the increasing cynicism and weariness suffusing the Soviet
body politic.

What is clear is that the Soviets have achieved valuable
strategic outposts in several key areas of the world: Vietnam in
Southeast Asia, South Yemen and Ethiopia in the Southwest
Asia/Homn of Africa region, Angola along the African South At-
lantic littoral, Mozambique on the eastern African flank, Cuba
in the Caribbean, and Nicaragua with both Caribbean and Pa-
cific coasts. And Soviet military power is such that—with per-
haps an occasional odd exception such as Grenada—these
outposts are rendered rather immune from hostile actions to sub-
vert the Brezhnev Doctrine.

Future Policy Implications

American policies dealing with Soviet conventional power pro- .
jection capabilities can be found in several interlocking dimen-
sions. First, policies aimed at coping with increased Soviet
naval and air logistics capabilities can be distinguished from
those meant to deal with enhanced Soviet basing access. The
former involve, primarily, matching weapons and logistics
capabilities and are primarily within the domain of defense pro-
curement. The latter, by contrast, involve primarily the politico-
military elements of alliance politics, security assistance,
intervention efforts, and related deterrent effects. Within both of
these broad categories, one may discern another spectrum, that
ranging from macro- to micro-level problems; regarding align-
ments and access, that spectrum runs from general foreign pol-
icy orientations or doctrines to ad hoc responses to specific
crises, wars in the Third World, coups, etc. In a significant
way, Gaddis’ relative distinction between symmetrical and
asymmetrical responses can be applied across all of these areas.
In a broader sense—as applied to the entirety of containment
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policy—others have used a more complex and varied set of con-
cepts, to which we shall return.

Since the late 1970s, and in an accelerated manner since
the advent of the Reagan administration, the United States has
been moving to counterbalance growing Soviet power projection
capabilities. US procurement efforts have included the thrust to-
ward a 600-ship Navy, the expansion of the number of carrier
battle groups and the recommissioning of World War II battle-
ships; increased attention to readiness in all three services; ex-
pansion of long-range air transport capabilities; development of
a roll-on-roll-off (Ro-Ro) fleet; and elaboration of the former
Rapid Deployment Force into the Central Command.®

In a narrow sense, the Carter-Reagan buildup is designed
to match Soviet power projection capabilities in the Persian Gulf
region. As such, it fits the model of “symmetrical” strategy
geared to meeting potential Soviet expansionism head-on, at the
point of attack.

In a broader sense, however, some aspects of evolving US
doctrine associated with the buildup (such as the maritime strat-
egy associated with Navy Secretary John Lehman and former
Assistant Secretary of Defense “Bing” West) appear more redo-
lent of the alternative tradition of “asymmetric strategy,” partic-
ularly the concept of “horizontal escalation” made prominent
during the early days of the Reagan administration. Although
that concept could be applied in a variety of situations, it was
most often discussed in relation to Persian Gulf contingencies,
where it amounted virtually to an admission that the United
States could not match Soviet conventional power.

The budgetary aspect of procurements meant to deal with
Soviet conventional power projection can, of course, involve
very broad and complex considerations. For instance, current
discussion about whether US development of SDI would entail
severe economic burdens for the USSR (making Soviet eco-
nomic reform more difficult) might be extended to consideration
of its impact on Soviet conventional force capabilities. Might
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aborting of the SALT process and a more serious race to ballis-
tic missile defense affect relative conventional force capabilities
to the detriment of Soviet power projection? Generally, how-
ever, it appears there are only limited means available to the
United States for limiting further growth of the Soviet navy and
of VTA'’s air transport capability. The serious questions have to
do with countervailing US procurement, including endless ques-
tions of where and under what circumstances force is to be
projected.

The problem of dealing with Soviet access to basing
facilities—hence, the broader probiem of Soviet alignment strat-
egies and clients in the Third World—appears at least to provide
more scope for measurable and visible countermeasures. Gener-
ally, this subject leads to considerations of security assistance,
intervention, covert operations, and whatever other instruments
might be available to preempt, forestall, or reverse Soviet ac-
cess to bases. The question of symmetrical and asymmetrical
approaches is involved here as well as are fundamental ques-
tions about acceptable levels of direct or indirect US military in-
tervention and more subtle activities designed to shift the
political orientations of Third World states.

As an illustration of an asymmetrical response, one might
cite the Carter administration’s response to the events in Iran
and Afghanistan in the late 1970s. Utilizing the instrument of
security assistance, the United States moved forcefully to ac-
quire and enhance access in Oman, Kenya, Diego Garcia,
Somalia, Egypt, and Morocco, counterbalancing the new Soviet
capacity to project force into Southwest Asia with an increased
US capability to match that projection. Soviet access to
Nicaragua called forth a US effort to secure facilities in
Honduras and Colombia, another example of asymmetrical re-
sponse. And, when in the later 1970s, Soviet access in Angola
was enhanced, the United States moved to enlarge its access in
Liberia and Ascension Island. Indeed, US acquisition of intelli-
gence facilities in western China to compensate for those lost in
Iran could be cited as another such example, albeit one more
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germane to the nuclear balance than to rival conventional force
projection capabilities.

One can envisage some emerging situations which may call
for asymmetrical responses. The Soviet position in Vietnam—
entrenched after the Sino-Vietnamese war in 1979—did not call
forth a substantial US response, in great measure because of the
already existing US naval and air presence in the Philippines. If
the latter should be lost, the presumed subsequent US search for
alternatives might be viewed as a belated asymmetrical response
to the Soviet capabilities.

In recent months, however, some neoconservatives have
given voice to strategic alternatives which come closer to sym-
metry. It has been suggested that the United States work harder
at driving the Soviets out of some of their forward positions: in
Nicaragu=, Angola, Afghanistan, and Cuba.%? This newer stra-
tegic thrust is not only justified on the basis of eviscerating So-
viet forward power projection capabilities and thus preempting
the further fall of dominoes; it is also justified as serving to ex-
acerbate internal Soviet political disarray by discrediting a So-
viet regime which must base its legitimacy on leadership of the
international revolution.®® It is a policy thrust highly reminiscent
of the “rollback™ emphasis echoing from the Eisenhower-Dulles
era, except that what is now to be rolled back is the spread of
the Red tide to scattered locales in the Third World. This newer
rollback is also suggested, it may be noted, in a period of rela-
tive strategic nuclear parity, whereas the older policy of the
same name was meant to rely on US nuclear superiority and
massive retaliation. Presumably, the newer emphasis banks on a
Soviet perception that its interests in places like Cuba, Angola,
and Ethiopia are less vital than those in Eastern Europe, with
the assumption that dramatic Soviet responses to setbacks in the
more distant areas are less likely.

Of course, the history of US containment policy provides
some examples of the Soviets being driven from positions of cli-
entship and access, assisted by a mix of active US military in-
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tervention, covert political action, and use of economic and
other policy tools. Some have involved coups or revolutions,
some not. But it is also worth noting that the USSR has always
recouped by acquiring substitute positions of influence and ac-
cess nearby. Vietnam made up for the loss in Indonesia; access
in Syria and Libya replaced that in Egypt; Ethiopia replaced
Somalia. This suggests that a more maximalist or “rollback” US
containment policy must be designed to deal with a flexible and
pragmatic Soviet reaction in situations where a superpower’s
position on one side often almost guarantees an opportunity for
the other superpower. The Soviets exploit the Arab-Israeli con-
flict to gain access to Syria, the South African imbroglio to gain
access to Angola and Mozambique, the Indochina conflict for
access in Vietnam. In response, one can only point to US op-
portunities for a more “dynamic containment” policy as advo-
cated by Max Singer and others, one geared to full utilization of
all available instruments in a game now expected to be more
fluid and dispersed and less dominated by rigid ideological
alignments.

The United States may now, indeed, have greater opportu-
nity for utilizing the attractiveness of its economic system to
wean away erstwhile Soviet basing clients, if only graduaily or
in part. Such Western attributes have served to wean Guinea
partially away from Soviet tutelage, resulting in restrictions on
Soviet use of air bases there. Algeria, Iraq, India, Mali,
Mozambique, and maybe others have also moved away from the
Soviet orbit in recent years, attracted by a more promising set of
economic and cultural relationships. It remains to be seen
whether similar inducements might succeed with Soviet client
states not now appearing vulnerable to counter-revolution,
coups, or regional military pressures, such as Vietnam, South
Yemen, and even Cuba.

Aaron Wildavsky, in his summary of Beyond Containment,
offered five variants of containment strategy, ranged along a
continuum from passive to active. Those were (a) minimal con-
tainment, (b) a fixed line at borders of the Soviet empire, (c) a
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fixed line around assets (Western Europe, Israel, North
America, and Japan), (d) flexible containment, and (e) contain-
ment plus.** With narrower application to the problem of con-
taining Soviet conventional power projection capability, the
viable options seem to include the last three. The
neoconservative movement, installed but not dominant within
the Reagan administration, advocates a shot at containment
plus. The Carter administration began with a rhetorical commit-
ment closer to minimal containment. Most probably, actual US
policy will continue to oscillate around an ad hoc, but not al-
ways forcefully applied, version of flexible containment.

Notes

1. George F. Kennan (writing as ‘X’), “The Sources of Soviet
Conduct,” Foreign Affairs 25 (July 1947), pp. 566-82.

2. See, in particular, George F. Kennan, Memoirs: 1925-1950
(Vol. I) (Boston: Little, Brown, 1967), esp. chaps. 10-15.

3. See, for example, US Department of Defense, Soviet Military
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Containment and the Future:
A European Perspective

Francis Pym

VERY CENTURY THROUGHOUT HISTORY can be characterized

by the changes that took place within it. And the scale and
pace of change have been gathering momentum continuously
over time. The twentieth century thus has seen by far the
greatest changes ever known. Of these, the most profound are
the changed pattern of world power, the invention of nuclear
weapons, and the revolution in communications. All are rele-
vant to our subject.

For several centuries, Europe was the dominating influence
and power in the world. The seeds of its decline were sown in
1914. World Wars I and II did more than direct European ener-
gies to a destructive and introverted end: they caused Europe to
forfeit its moral capacity and strength to direct the affairs of the
world.

The Right Honorable Francis Pym, M.C., M.P., former British Secretary of
State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, is the Member of Parliament for
South East Cambridgeshire.
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Out of these conflicts has developed the situation in which
America and Russia bestride the world as two superpowers. The
existence of two nations, both incomparably more powerful than
any other, acting out their rivalry on the canvas of the world is a
new phenomenon. The irony is that both these nations used to
be, and perhaps inherently still are, more isolationist than ex-
pansionist in temperament. They have very different histories
and occupy different continents, but they are now vying with
each other in the far reaches of the universe, only seventy years
after the old powers of Europe plunged themselves into a war
which brought about a huge change in the pattern of world
power.

That pattern today is something of a paradox. Power is at
the same time more concentrated and more diffuse. Europe’s
withdrawal from its colonies and the spread of economic growth
have created scores of new and independent nations. These
countries may not possess much power, but they have the
means—and some have used them—to cause great instability in
the world. In this way, as the dominance of the superpowers has
grown, their control has diminished. These contradictory devel-
opments add up to one of the profound changes of all time.

Containment: The Early Years

The concept of containment was the first policy response by the
United States and the West to the expansionist aims of the So-
viet Union. After Russia’s heroic fight with the Allies to defeat
the Hitler regime, the peoples of the West greeted the aggres-
sive attitude of the Soviet Union with deep dismay. Hardly was
the ink dry on the Yalta agreement when the need to draw the
lines round the Soviet Empire became clear. The Soviets ad-
vanced into Eastern and Central Europe, attempted to swallow
up Berlin, and tried to take over Greece. The Cold War had
arrived with a vengeance.

To the West, the idea of another conflict after World
War II was unthinkable. A new Western alliance was essential,
and NATO has indeed been successful in its task. The only




A European Perspective 363

practical policy was that of deterrence and containment, a policy
which also had an idealistic side to it. It was hoped—indeed,
half expected—that a combination of understanding coopera-
tion, patience, and firmness would lead sooner or later to a less
aggressive and more reasonable stance by the Soviet Union. Un-
fortunately, this proved to be wishful thinking.

In Europe, the demarcation lines became firmly drawn.
Both sides understood the severe penalties that would be in-
volved in infringing them. In Asia, on the other hand, contain-
ment proved a more difficult policy. Soviet expansion through
subversion was arrested, but at great sacrifice. The Korean War
was the first conflict fought to hold expansion in check, fol-
lowed in due course by Vietnam. The costly failure in Vietnam
showed that the gains made by the communists could not be
rolled back by military or any other means. The objective was,
literally, to contain the situation as it was.

Unfortunately, the NATO pattern was not successful in
Asia. The defensive pacts of CENTO and SEATO failed be-
cause, first, the perceived threat was neither obvious nor direct
enough to many of the countries involved, and second, the re-
sources committed by the West to these organizations were not
adequate to enable the Asian member countries to feel that sus-
tained military effort against the Soviet Union was worth the
risks. The alternatives of nonalignment or some kind of accom-
modation were more attractive. In the event, the results have
been mixed. What is certain is that US naval power in the In-
dian Ocean, the South China Sea, and the Pacific is crucial to
the continued Western alignment of many countries, such as
those in ASEAN.

In the rest of the world, the situation is even more blurred.
No clear spheres of influence were established and neither side
admits to the other the existence of such spheres. But the early
postwar years brought considerable successes for the Soviet
Union. Soviet propaganda was effective, aided by the Third
World’s attitude towards decolonization. In addition, Marxist
economic doctrines sounded attractive, particularly as there was
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so much ignorance and naivete about the true nature of the So-
viet system. But over time the reality became clearer, the inva-
sion of Afghanistan finally causing the last scales to fall from
people’s eyes. In the Third World, neither the political nor the
economic models of the Soviets have shown themselves to have
lasting appeal. Over the last fifteen years or so, it is Western in-
fluence that has steadily grown, which is a success story for us.
That growth could not have been achieved without the power of
the United States and the West, but it certainly was not achieved
by the use of our military power. Our success here derived es-
sentially from the inherent superiority of our system and our
policies of enlightened self-interest.

From this success flows an important lesson. Military con-
tainment is indeed necessary, but it is very expensive. And there
is a limit upon the resources our electorates are prepared to de-
vote to the military, for there are many other more productive
and desirable ways of using those resources. Furthermore, the
uncommitted countries do not want to have the East-West con-
flict fought out on their soil; they know where their true inter-
ests lie. So the task of providing economic and developmental
assistance is of the first importance. We neglect it at our peril.
The lesson is that military containment alone is not enough: a
more comprehens:ve strategy is required—concerning not only
countries outside the Soviet bloc but also the Soviet Union
itself.

The Process of Detente

It is not surprising that the search for a more cooperative work-
ing relationship with the Soviet Union began in Europe, for
Europe is a continent artificially split by the imposition of the
communist system on its eastern half. This division does great
violence to the historical, cultural, and political traditions of
Europe. No European accepts that such a legacy can be natural
or permanent. There is a deep urge in people to have greater
contact across the barriers and not always to sacrifice the
interests of the individual to the dictates of the state. It could be
said that the emergence in Western Europe of something like the
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Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe was almost
inevitable once the military situation seemed to be stabilized and
the Soviet threat under control. After all, we are all Europeans,
on whichever side of the divide we live.

The United States, though, took the lead in moving toward
detente. It proposed a collection of economic inducements
which Americans believed could be a primary agent in changing
political behavior. Ironically, the Europeans were initially suspi-
cious of this action: it was not the sort of proposal they them-
selves would have made. Nevertheless, there were high hopes
for the process, and the Europeans played their full part.

In the end, the process floundered for several reasons.
First, because the agreement meant completely different things
to the two sides, the West perceived the Soviet Union to be in
breach of it, certainly in spirit if not in word. Second, the eco-
nomic inducements offered by the West were offered on over-
genero: - and unsustainable terms. And third, in the spirit of the
agreeme-it, the West stayed its hand on any military buildup or
significant modernization of its weapons, while the Soviet
Union continued its military program unabated. The result was
the perception of an ever-widening gap, not only in intermediate
and strategic missiles and in conventional weapons, but also in
the interpretation of responsibilities in relation to human rights.

The practical failure of detente became more and more ap-
parent over time. With the invasion of Afghanistan, the process
fell into total disrepute. At that time, there was a widespread
feeling that East-West relations were back to square one. But in
fact, some important lessons were there to be learned, and an-
other attempt is now being made to breathe life back into the
process.

Trends in Soviet Policy

The core of the problem of East-West relations is the fundamen-
tal difference of aims, interests, and philosophies between the
two sides. These differences flow from the incompatibility of
Marxist-Leninist ideology with democratic ideals. Neither is
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going to change in the foreseeable future. But circumstances
and conditions do change, all the time. The Soviet Union can
learn new ways of attaining its ends, and so can we.

The central fact about the Soviet Union is the relative fail-
ure of its economy. Across the board, the Soviet government
fails to get a reasonable return on its investment, and the stand-
ard of living of the Soviet people is pitifully low. Since 1945,
the Soviets have been unable to introduce desperately needed
economic reforms because of the dead weight of bureaucracy,
entrenched interests, and ideology. But now the new leadership
is showing itself fully aware of the problems and their long-term
consequences. Like Mr. Andropov before him, Mr. Gorbachev
shows he understands what has to be changed and intends to
make a major effort to change it. There must be doubt about the
extent to which he will succeed. His present approach appears
conventional, calling for more discipline, more productivity,
and better management, but all within the current centralized
system. No method of motivating people has been proposed,
nor any inducements for individual enterprise. But if he can
bring about a significant improvement in the economy, he will
achieve a big change in the balance of strength between East
and West. Indeed, nothing else could bring about so great a gain
for the Soviet Union.

This sort of change is his top priority, and, when coupled
with his new-found flair for public relations, it is possible to
foresee a partial turning of the tables in the overall balance
between East and West. Space does not permit me to analyze
that balance here, but my conclusion is that it has always
been—and is today—strongly in favor of the West in spite of
the Soviet Union’s military strength, which is the basis for its
status as a superpower. But there is no law of nature that makes
the balance in favor of the West inevitable or permanent. Who
knows? One day the Soviet Union may even become self-
sufficient in agriculture. But the Soviets will have their set-

backs too. They have many social, ethnic, and political
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problems that are likely to frustrate any dramatic improvement
in economic performance.

On security issues, the Soviet Union is likely to remain
paranoid for a long time to come. The Soviets will continue to
build “defenses” in the absence of arms control agreements.
Some Americans have argued that greater confidence and trust
between the United States and the Soviet Union is not necessary
if agreements that are verifiable and enforceable can be ob-
tained. I do not agree, for two reasons. First, such agreements
will never be arrived at, let alone kept, without a minimum
level of confidence and trust that agreements can reinforce; the
history of the ABM treaty seems to demonstrate this truth. And
second, a feeling of security—which the Soviet Union so badly
needs if it is not to depend solely on excessive military
might—must have some foundation of confidence in a predict-
able and sustainable relationship with the United States. In my
view, therefore, the Europeans are right to have limited faith in
military might alone and to attach importance to agreements and
to the confidence which must necessarily underlie them.

So far as Soviet satellites are concerned, the Soviet Union
now appears to understand that overt invasion is not the best
way to secure submission: the price in the hostile reactions of
the rest of the world is unacceptably high. As we have seen in
its handling of Poland, the Soviet Union is now adopting more
indirect and subtle methods. This is an important change, which
emphasizes the thought that military containment from the West
is by itself inadequate to meet the challenge.

Yet another potentially dramatic change would occur if
Russia were to achieve significantly better relations with China.
This plainly is a major policy objective. It will be difficult for
them to succeed because China is not likely to play second fid-
dle to anyone. China will continue to keep its distance from the
Soviet Union, but we would be wise to reckon with the possibil-
ity of something approaching normal relations between China
and the Soviet Union coming about over time.
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Choices for the West

In these circumstances, there are essentially two choices. The
first is to use the dynamic of the much stronger Western
economy to “confront” the Soviet Union, to try to bury its more
feeble economy and to beat it into the ground. One way of
bringing about such a contest would be an unbridled arms race.

The advocates of this approach seem to be confined to the
United States. None of the Allies would be likely to agree: they
have neither the appetite nor the resources for such a knock-out
competition. They would not believe in it in principle anyway,
nor wish to rely on its succeeding. Deliberate antagonism is not
part of their outlook. Japan would be likely to be of the same
mind. Such a policy would result in an enormous increase in in-
ternational tension and cause stress in the Alliance that might
prove impossible to contain. Probably all political parties in
Europe would disassociate themselves from such a concept.

So this plan seems a non-choice. The United States might
attempt to go it alone, but if it loses its allies it has lost the war.
To be successful, any strategy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union must
take account of the views of the Allies. What does America
stand for if it ceases to stand for a free Alliance of free nations
willingly accepting US leadership? Military containment by it-
self is an inadequate policy for the Allies and an inadequate re-
sponse to the growing sophistication of Soviet diplomacy.

The second choice is some form of cooperation with the
Soviet Union. The question is how far this should go. What is
plain is that the megaphone diplomacy of the early 1980s, if an
inevitable by-product of Afghanistan, brought no progress in
East-West relations. Rather, it enabled the Soviet Union to buy
time for aging leaders to be retired or to die. Whatever may
have been the original reasons—and there were good ones—the
period marks a low point in East-West relations which should be
seen as abnormal rather than the norm. The early 1984 shift to a
policy of greater dialogue, based on sound premises, came as a
great relief in Europe.
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There must be some basis for coexistence. It could be ar-
gued that a distinctly wary coexistence is the right posture, at
least until there is evidence of good behavior from the Soviet
Union. But how is that better behavior going to be induced?
There is no point in going back to the kind of negative linkage
which was found impossible in, for example, Poland. It is
unrealistic to expect the prodigal to reform in any substantial
way, and if that is a condition of expanding the relationship,
there will be no progress. What is needed is the establishment of
the broadest possible working relationship and the prospect of
conditional cooperation over a wide range of issues.

What I have just said would not seem relevant to those who
believe, mistakenly in my view, that we—either Americans, or
Europeans—can live without agreements with the Soviet Union,
or worse, that it would actually be better to do so. It should be
obvious by now that we are better off with agreements with the
Soviet Union than without them, and that the pursuit of them
should be a central objective of Western policy. And agree-
ments can only be reached between parties that have a basic
working relationship. It is a precondition. The agreement the
Europeans attach most importance to is one on arms control, but
arms control progress is going to be extremely difficult given
the Soviet attitude. To reduce the constant spotlight on this issue
by expanding the scope of other multilateral or bilateral relation-
ships would be valuable. For this reason, among many others,
President Reagan’s initiative in raising regional issues with Mr.
Gorbachev is extremely welcome.

On the assumption that the case for building a more coop-
erative East-West relationship has been accepted, the next step
is to consider the requirements that need to be satisfied if the
policy is to succeed. These requirements fall under three broad
headings: consistency of policy, with which should be coupled
cooperation between the Allies; ground rules for relations; and
the allocation of resources in support of the policy.
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Consistency of Policy

Consistency of policy springs out of a sustained purpose,
matched with the appropriate means to carry out the policy. The
Soviet Union has a better record here than the West, because of
the simplicity of its purpose and because that purpose is pursued
with the ruthlessness of a military dictatorship. The West has an
equally clear purpose: to contain Soviet expansionism, prevent
the spread of communism, and convince the Third World of the
superiority in every way of our system. In other words, our
policy—in part, at least—is reactive to another’s initiative. By
definition, that is a more difficult hand to play. The task is com-
plicated further by the fact that the West comprises a widely
varied collection of independent countries.

But that very diversity is one of the West’s greatest assets.
The pooling of different perceptions is a source of great
strength. Unlike the Warsaw Pact, the West does not function
on the basis of a subservient conformity. On the contrary, the
Alliance is a democratic organization in which all views count.
Certainly, that makes it more difficult to manage, but it also
adds strength. Western values based on freedom of speech, free-
dom of choice, and the importance of the individual are closer
to human nature, more deeply rooted, and more appealing. The
Soviet Union fears the contagion of liberty. The moral and spir-
itual bankruptcy of Marxism is a continuing pressure on the fi-
ber of the Soviet Union and its satellites, and will sap their
strength over time.

To achieve consistency of policy in the West, the vital
need is for improved coordination between us. And there are
genuine difficulties to be overcome here. We are proud of our
democratic ideals and the power and influence wielded by our
informed electorates. But these very strengths impose political
constraints on all governments. Often, there can be a conflict of
interest between the political needs of the domestic national
scene on the one hand, and the international situation on the
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other. In recent years, the tendency has been to respond more
readily to national needs than international ones.

“It is in the national interest” is a cry to which people read-
ily respond, especially in the television age when political
leaders can make a direct and personal appeal to their elector-
ates. But of equal importance to the national interest of each
country is the international interest. Sometimes this aspect is not
given the weight it warrants. The spirit of internationalism has
taken some knocks recently. After forty years of peace for the
Alliance, the reality of interdependence is inevitably less ob-
vious. The failure to solve a number of international problems
and conflicts has led people to lose faith to some extent in inter-
national institutions. But internationalism must be revived and
nourished and nurtured, for there can be no prosperity or happi-
ness for any nation except in the context of a world that is in
some degree in harmony.

There is a particular threat to internationalism at this mo-
ment: protectionism, in itself an expression of nationalism. Poli-
ticians must have the vision and the will to resist the sirens of
protectionism. I salute President Reagan’s firm stand here. In
theory at least, the option of autarchy exists for the United
States, but certainly not for the rest of us. Even for the United
States, a lapse into protectionism could only lead to impoverish-
ment and the undermining of its security as well as ours. We
have to convince our electorates that problems such as
unemployment and slow economic growth can best be tackled in
cooperation. My generation learned through the 1930s depres-
sion and the 193945 war that nations with a devotion to free-
dom must work together for the preservation of peace and for
the prosperity of our people. Indeed, the indispensable work
done today by major international institutions like the GATT,
the IMF, and the EEC has been made possible only by the con-
fidence in international solutions shown in the postwar period.
We must not allow the populism of narrow nationalism or
beggar-my-neighbor policies to take hold in the international
system.
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Upholding internationalism is a priority responsibility for
Western leaders. And there is an added reason for emphasizing
it now. In Mr. Gorbachev, the Soviet Union has acquired a
forceful leader who has established his authority immediately.
The imagination he has brought to his role is dramatic, and his
skill at presenting himself and his country is already legendary.
A couple of weeks ago, the British press were reporting a cam-
paign by the White House to wrest the public relations initiative
away from Mr. Gorbachev and back to President Reagan!

This advantage, if in fact it exists, is likely to be only tem-
porary. But there is a further advantage the Soviet Union enjoys
which could be more enduring. Mr. Gorbachev is likely to stay
in charge for many years to come. Consequently, continuity in
the conduct of Soviet foreign policy will be maintained. This is
not so evident in the West. Although no sudden or sharp change
in foreign policy is likely, the fact is that before very long a new
president will be campaigning in the United States. No one
knows who he will be or what foreign policy prescriptions he
may have, but it is certain that he cannot be Ronald Reagan.
Therefore, as the American election approaches, an element of
doubt about US foreign policy must exist. The summit and its
aftermath clearly have a bearing on this, but as 1988 draws
nearer there is a danger that no new initiatives will be taken. So-
viet leaders could use such an interlude to strengthen their
economy and put themselves in as strong a posture as possible,
ready to do business with the next occupant of the White House.
To the extent they succeed, they would be in position to conduct
a more forceful foreign policy and drive a harder bargain.

Finally, we can anticipate that the new Soviet leader will
try hard to devise better techniques than his predecessors for
dealing with the satellite states. Whether he will make commu-
nism any more acceptable to them in the long run is very doubt-
ful. But it may well be that Mr. Gorbachev, using all his
personal skills and the power of the Soviet Union, can
strengthen the cohesion of the Warsaw Pact, at least in the short
and medium term. That would be yet another change on the
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international landscape. And all the time the Soviet Union will
be playing on Western differences and trying to divide the
United States from its allies by every subtle means.

The extent to which this analysis is valid is a matter of
opinion, but, however measured, it conveys a loud signal to the
West. For as far as we can see, the Soviet Union will be just as
strong an adversary as in the past; and in some ways, because of
the ability of its new leadership and the lessons learned from the
past, it may become an even greater challenge to the West than
ever. To counter that effectively requires the West to get its act
together more positively, coherently, and consistently than it
does today. Such consistency demands courage, strong leader-
ship, and hard work. But without it, we shall have difficulty in
convincing our electorates that their security is assured, or that
our leaders have a clear view of where they are taking us. In my
view, the most potent constraints upon consistency are the na-
tional political pressures that bear upon all heads of govern-
ment. Those pressures have to be responded to, but they must
be responded to in a way that ensures consistency of policy by
the West as a whole. That is the real challenge that faces West-
ern leaders today.

Ground Rules for Relations

The second requirement for building a more cooperative East-
West relationship is adherence to the ground rules that have
been established. Here the most important field is arms control,
the immediate issue both between the superpowers and within
the Western alliance being the ABM treaty.

Existing arms control agreements are based on the principle
of mutual vulnerability, which is written into the linkage be-
tween the SALT agreement and the ABM treaty. As envisaged,
SDI clearly does not infringe that treaty, but the research could
not be carried into deployment unless the treaty were renego-
tiated. The administration recognizes this, as the 4-point
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agreement between the president and the British prime minister
of December 1984 demonstrates. :

Nevertheless, in Europe we hear and read of the continuing
argument about SDI issues in the United States. European anxi-
ety will remain until there is unchallenged acceptance of the
proposition that SDI-related deployment would have to be a
matter for negotiation. This is a good example of an issue that
causes uncertainty and nervousness in the West. It can best be
coped with by the United States continuously consulting its al-
lies on the important and difficult issues surrounding the ABM
treaty—issues which ultimately affect their security just as much
as that of the United States—and by taking positions in negotia-
tion with the Soviet Union that are consistent with Western
standards of political behavior and do not descend by “counter-
cheating” to the standards of the other side.

The Europeans are well aware that the Soviet Union has
taken full advantage of the provisions of the ABM treaty that
permit research. It is perfectly possible that the Soviet Union
signed the treaty because it feared that otherwise the United
States would gain a lead in missile defense. What then hap-
pened was that the Soviet Union forged ahead with its research
program, quietly but resolutely, while the United States largely
halted its activity in this field. During the ten years after the
treaty, there seemed to be insufficient evidence to challenge the
Soviet Union on violations, but the deployment in 1983 of the
Krasnoyarsk radar indicated the creation of a missile defense
system on an altogether new scale. It is even possible that their
ABM system (together with their air defense programs) could
give the Soviet Union a capability to break out of the ABM
treaty altogether. Protecting the West against this danger is the
most important argument in favor of SDI.

The United States has an invaluable asset in its superior
technology, which the Soviet Union perceives as a real chal-
lenge if not a threat. This is so despite the fact that the Soviet
Union is the only country with a deployed antisatellite system.
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Soviet leaders show every sign of developing that system fur-
ther, but they fear that the United States has embarked on a
massive research project into space-based systems that would be
capable of overtaking what they can do. No wonder they reacted
so vehemently against SDI! They will campaign vigorously
against it while saying nothing about their own capabilities.

The manner of SDI's launching was unfortunate, because
the reserved or even hostile reception accorded it in Europe
made fertile ground for Soviet progaganda. But without devel-
oping this argument here, Europeans must accept that the
United States is not inclined to give up its technological advan-
tage merely as a bargaining chip for Soviet cuts in offensive
weapons. At the same time, the United States must grasp the
fact that unregulated competition in space is not seen by Europe
as better—in any sense—than the threat of nuclear retaliation,
especially since Europeans do not believe that SDI will enable
nuclear systems to be dispensed with anyway. This attitude
should not be confused with opposition to SDI, but it does mean
that the United States must make good its professed aim of dis-
cussing with the Soviet Union the relationship between offen-
sive and defensive weapons, and of negotiating in due
course—if this is the way things begin to go—a regulated transi-
tion that would govern anything going beyond research on de-
fensive systems. Such a regulated relationship on defensive
systems should be accompanied by, if it cannot be preceded by,
deep cuts in offensive systems. The United States is, of course,
trying to achieve all this.

My view is that it would have been preferable for the
United States to have had deep discussions with the Soviet
Union on the whole question of defensive systems before
launching SDI. The Soviet Union might have rejected such dis-
cussions out of hand, but at least the attempt would have been
made to pursue “Star Wars” and all its p